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WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 8, 2003 (9:34 A.M.) 

THE COMMISSIONER: Good morning. Mr. Hesje. 

MR. HESJE: Mr. Commissioner, as you're aware. 

Constable Brand is still on the stand, however we 
had adjourned the application for standing on 
behalf of Jason Roy to this morning. Mr. 
Winegarden is still not available, but I have 
spoken with his partner Mr. Parsons and he would 
like to proceed with that application. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Very well,. 

MR. PARSONS: Good morning. Your Honour. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Good morning. 

MR. PARSONS: As my friend has indicated, Mr. 

Winegarden is still incapacitated, sad to say, but 
I am here, prepared to speak to this matter this 
morning. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Very well,. 

MR. PARSONS: We have two applications. The 

first is our September 30th application for 
standing and funding for Jason Roy, and the second 
is our October 3rd application for disclosure. 

Upon the first application 
regarding standing and funding, Mr. Commissioner 
ruled in your June 13th, 2003, order that Mr. Roy 
was to be accorded limited standing and funding as 
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a witness only and not as a party. At that time 
Your Honour stated that Mr. Roy's participation as 
a witness was necessary, but that any further role 
was not necessary, given that the interests of 
First Nations people beyond himself were already 
represented, and very ably so I might add, by my 
learned friends, Mr. Halyk on behalf of the FSIN 
and Mr. Worme on behalf of Ms. Bignell and the 
Stonechild family. 

In the course of this Inquiry, 
however, it has become clear that Mr. Roy, even 
though he is not on trial here and has volunteered 
his participation, is to be subjected to rigorous 
cross-examination and has had his character, 
memory and integrity questioned, through the 
questioning of himself and through the questioning 
of other witnesses by counsel. 

Jason has had no way to respond to 
this, and it is very frustrating to him. And most 
importantly, this kind of attack on his integrity 
will very likely adversely affect his interests 
and have important implications for him, and I'll 
expand on that. 

Firstly, with respect to the 
granting of full standing to retired city police 



2755 


Mr. Parsons 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 


officer Keith Jarvis, Your Honour noted the 
following in your September 26th ruling, and I 
quote: "Mr. Jarvis's conduct of the investigation 

will be central to this branch of the Inquiry. As 
such, he is directly and substantially affected by 
the Inquiry. The findings of the Commission may 
have important implications for him." 

We submit that Mr. Roy is most 
definitely directly and substantially affected by 
the Inquiry and that the findings of the 
Commission will have important implications for 
him also. Mr. Jarvis is retired. His career, or 
career options will not be impacted by the 
testimony he gives, or by any possible attacks on 
his character or credibility. He is protected by 
the provisions of the Evidence Acts as we have 
heard Mr. Hesje at times advising witnesses, as is 
Mr. Roy. 

However, Mr. Roy is still young. 

He has many options before him. His reputation 
and credibility will be of considerable 
importance, for example, with regard to future 
employment possibilities, and his reputation 
within the community. Surely Mr. Roy is at least 
in as good a position as Mr. Jarvis in this 
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regard. 

Mr. Roy has voluntarily put himself 
at risk of character assassination in this very 
public forum. It is only fair that he be given a 
chance to directly question those who would 
question his motives and his truthfulness. 

Finally, Your Honour, we submit 
that Mr. Roy is representative of First Nations 
people in the sense that he is finding himself, as 
a First Nations person, feeling like he is once 
again looking in from the outside into the 
ongoings of the justice system. Furthermore, 
without Jason Roy this Inquiry would not have been 
constituted as such. And lastly, as Commission 
counsel, Mr. Stack has noted he is a key witness. 

We therefore urge Your Honour, in 
light of how this Inquiry has developed, and for 
the other reasons just given, to reconsider Mr. 
Roy's status at this Inquiry and to bring him in 
now as a full participant. 

On the second matter on this 
application with regard to funding, I'd like to 
make an application on three points. Firstly, 
with regard to Jason Roy, we are requesting 
further funding to cover his expenses associated 
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with travel, accommodation and meals in connection 
with this Inquiry. 

As Mr. Roy states in his September 
30th affidavit at paragraph 3, he currently has no 
source of income whatsoever, and at paragraph 6, 
his common-law wife Vanessa Kayseas has lost wages 
while she has attended these proceedings to be of 
support to her husband. Further, Mr. Roy and Ms. 
Kayseas are supporting children. Their financial 
worries are of great concern, yet they remain 
committed to attending this Inquiry which is so 
important to them, and of course Mr. Roy wishes to 
participate as fully as possible in these 
proceedings. 

We therefore ask that further funds 
be made available to Mr. Roy, and that they be 
retroactive in the sense of covering the entire 
period of the Inquiry to date and in the future as 
well. 

Second with regard to the funding 
issue, we would request further funding of counsel 
for Mr. Roy, and a reconsideration of your ruling 
of June 13th in that regard. As Mr. Roy is a key 
witness, whose evidence is a thread throughout 
these entire proceedings, we as counsel have found 
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it necessary to expend a greater amount of time 
than Your Honour provided for in your ruling of 
the 13th of June. We therefore request to be able 
to bill our actual time spent on this matter, 
including time for one counsel in addition to Mr. 
Winegarden and not just in place of Mr. Winegarden 
when he cannot attend. 

Third, and lastly, with regard to 
funding, in our letter to the Commission dated 
September 24th, 2003, we request that funding be 
provided to our social services expert, Mr. Cal 
Albright, so that he may review Mr. Roy's social 
services files, which will be of assistance to 
these proceedings. 

I would like to now turn to our 
application for disclosure that was dated October 
3rd, and I would just like to note for Your Honour 
that there is an error on the face of that 
application and I'd just like to take a moment to 
correct that. 

On the face of it, it says, "Take 
notice that Jason Andrew Roy herein makes 
application for the release of disclosure to the 
Commission of the Inquiry into matters relating to 
the death of Neil Stonechild, and further take 
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notice that the application" — and it should 
state "for disclosure" rather than "standing and 
funding". And likewise at the second paragraph, 
where it states, "And further take notice" that 
should also read "for disclosure" and not 
"standing and funding". And it's clear from the 
contents that it is regarding disclosure. 

With regard to disclosure and the 
lack thereof to Mr. Roy, clearly the ability of 
Mr. Roy to give full answer to the questions put 
to him was hampered by his inability to be able to 
review the materials before being asked about 
them. As Mr. Roy states in his affidavit in 
support of this motion, at paragraph 5, "That it 
has been very difficult for me to respond to all 
of the questioning during these proceedings since 
the lack of disclosure has led to confusion about 
times and dates between myself and my counsel." 

And he gives, as an example, at 
paragraph 6, "That I am aware of the dates that my 
family and I were in protective custody, but the 
dates shown to me by my legal counsel in the SIMS 
report differ from the dates I was in protective 
custody. The SIMS report says we were in Wadena 
in 2002, but we lived there in 2000. Once we 
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received the disclosure package from David Stack 
on September 6th, 2003, we were able to check the 
dates in the police report and we could see that 
there is an inconsistency in the police evidence." 

Clearly, if Mr. Roy had had that 
information, and we were able to go through it 
with him prior to him being on the stand, that 
would have been of assistance to be able to point 
that out at the time. 

It's possible that Mr. Roy may be 
re-called as a witness. He is reluctant, however, 
to return to the witness stand without full 
disclosure of information, so that he is not 
surprised by documents as he was before. 

Certainly if Mr. Roy is granted 
full standing and funding, we anticipate receiving 
complete disclosure in the same way as every other 
party, but we make this request independent of our 
application for standing, as it is our submission, 
and we believe we are supported in this by other 
parties, certainly as Mr. Plaxton has stated on 
his client's behalf, that full disclosure to 
witnesses of material relevant to their testimony 
is necessary to the process of presenting the 
evidence in a helpful and open fashion, without 
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the risk of confounding the witness with 13-year- 
old facts, dates, and time lines to which they 
have not had the opportunity to address their 
attention prior to being on the witness stand. 

With regard to Mr. Roy, we submit 
that the totality of the evidence is relevant to 
his testimony, and therefore we should have 
complete disclosure whether as a party or as a 
witness. While we cannot now remedy the 
unfortunate situation while Mr. Roy was on the 
stand without full disclosure, we submit that 
disclosure to Mr. Roy at this time would still be 
of great assistance to this Inquiry. Those are my 
submissions. Your Honour. 

THE COMMISSIONER: It seems to me, Mr. Parsons, that 

one of the important distinctions here with 
respect to Mr. Roy versus Mr. Jarvis, Sergeant 
Jarvis, is that Jarvis was granted standing 
because there was some suggestion that the review 
of the evidence and the findings of the Commission 
might be adverse to him in respect to his 
activities as a peace officer. I don't say that's 
the case, not for a moment, but that if that 
possibility, however remote it might be, emerges, 
that he has an interest in these proceedings which 
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is a good deal more focused and critical than 
simply appearing, as are the other peace officers, 
to give evidence as to what they did or didn't do. 

That's not the situation with Mr. 
Roy, because the risk that Mr. Roy runs, and every 
witness runs, and indeed Constable Brand will be 
back here shortly, and I don't say that he would 
be subject to any scrutiny or criticism, but 
suppose for example questions were raised about 
the accuracy of his evidence, and I don't say that 
will happen, but suppose it did, he could make the 
same complaint that his reputation may be 
impugned, that he's still a member of the Police 
Service, and that his future prospects for 
promotion and whatever, employment perhaps after 
retirement, would be adversely affected. 

So I'm not ruling on this at the 
moment, but I'm only drawing to your attention 
that in my mind at the moment, there is a 
fundamental distinction between those two 
situations. 

MR. PARSONS: With respect, Mr. Commissioner, I 

would just say that Jason Roy has — is in a 
category by himself at this Inquiry; that he is 
the key witness, and his name is splashed all over 
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the media every day with regard to this Inquiry. 
His face has been on TV numerous times. He's 
become very well known in this regard, and he does 
have a very, very strong interest in the outcome 
of this process, and that it is important for him. 

There is nobody — you know, and 
with great respect to my learned friends here, 
they represent interests other than Jason Roy, and 
while they may well be attempting to cross-examine 
certain witnesses with regard to the testimony 
that they're giving in relation to Mr. Roy, it's 
important that we be given the opportunity to 
cross-examine those witnesses precisely on the 
point of their dealings, or their comments, or 
their inferences with regard to Mr. Roy, and to 
have a role in paying close attention to facts and 
details that other counsel may not be fully 
examining with a mind to protecting Mr. Roy's 
interests. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Well, I understand your point. I 

do not for a moment suggest that this proceeding 
isn't critical as far as Mr. Roy is concerned, and 
he's to be commended for coming forward. But — 
and it's true that he is the most significant 
witness to date with respect to the Inquiry. But 
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I still have some concerns, and however. I'll 
address those. 

The other thing I wanted to mention 
to you is this, that in the event evidence is 
adduced which casts doubt on Mr. Roy, that is, 
there's an attempt made beyond cross-examination 
to impugn his veracity or question his reasons for 
coming forward, I fully expect that in that 
situation, if such evidence was to be introduced, 
that Commission counsel would, first, be 
scrutinizing very carefully any evidence that 
might be suggestive in that respect, and, 
secondly, that it appears that a person or persons 
should be invited to testify, that the request 
would be made to Mr. Roy, and you, that he attend 
and be funded for that purpose, and for any 
response that he wishes to make, or feels 
necessary to make. 

But the existing guidelines and the 
ruling allow for his ongoing participation in 
particular circumstances. I'm sure you're aware 
of that. 

MR. PARSONS: Yes, Your Honour, I'm -- I'm not 

certain if you're suggesting that he'll be brought 
back perhaps once to address all of the things 
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that come up, or if — that he could be brought 
back as things arise, to deal with them in every 
instance. And if that's the case, I suggest that 
that — 

THE COMMISSIONER: I'm not suggesting that. I'm just 

suggesting if there's a particular suggestion that 
evidence would be adduced which would put in 
question his veracity, then it strikes me at the 
moment certainly that, (a) he would be entitled to 
know that evidence is forthcoming, because 
Commission counsel would know that, and to attend 
with counsel and to respond, under the guidance of 
counsel. 

However, I just draw that to your 
attention because I'm not going to rule on this 
right now. I'm going to reserve it, take it under 
consideration. Is there anything else you wanted 
to add? 

MR. PARSONS: Well, with that regard, Mr. 

Commissioner, given that this matter is of great 
importance to Mr. Roy, and given that witnesses 
are coming up whom we are most interested in, we 
would at this time ask for an adjournment of the 
proceedings until you — until you do make your 
ruling on this matter. 
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We are prepared to — we're not 
going to object to Mr. Brand continuing this 
morning and that his evidence be finished up, but 
at the end of that time I would ask for an 
adjournment in fairness to Mr. Roy. 

THE COMMISSIONER: With respect to what witnesses? 

MR. PARSONS: In particular Officer Jarvis. And 

I can't — I can't speak for further witnesses as 
we've had no disclosure, so I don't know what's 
coming up. And that's our dilemma here is that 
we've had no disclosure, we don't know what's 
coming up. We can predict certain things, but we 
have no way of telling. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Well.,, in order to put your mind at 

rest, let me say that if I'm — if it's necessary 
that I indicate now what my ruling will be I'm 
prepared to do that. I'm always reluctant because 
I like to take some time and organize my thoughts 
and provide a written ruling so that every party 
and every counsel knows not only what my decision 
is, but why I have decided. 

But in light of your request for 
the adjournment, I don't think, with respect, 
that's appropriate, and I will tell you now that I 
do not intend to grant the applications. I intend 
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1 to proceed with the Inquiry on the basis of the 

2 present standing and funding for Mr. Roy. I will 

3 provide you with reasons. 

4 MR. PARSONS: Well, with respect, Mr. 

5 Commissioner, I would therefore ask for a stay of 

6 proceedings at this time so that we may pursue an 

7 appeal of your decision, and it — we can wait 

8 upon your written ruling to make an appeal on 

9 that, and I would be prepared to appeal it on an 

10 expedited basis, but I would ask for a stay of 

11 proceedings at this time. 

12 THE COMMISSIONER: And where is this appeal going, Mr. 

13 Parsons? 

14 MR. PARSONS: It's my understanding we should be 

15 able to appeal this to the Court of Appeal of 

16 Saskatchewan. 

17 THE COMMISSIONER: I see. Well, I think that we 

18 should adjourn for a few moments because I'd like 

19 to hear from Commission counsel and other counsel, 

20 but if the Inquiry is to be brought to an end as a 

21 result of your request, I think I need to consider 

22 carefully what steps I'll next take. We'll 

23 adjourn for a few minutes. 

24 (PROCEEDINGS ADJOURNED AT 9:55 A.M. & RECONVENED AT 10:35 
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A.M. ) 
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THE COMMISSIONER: Mr. Parsons, I have a question for 

you before I proceed. 

MR. PARSONS: Yes, Mr. Commissioner. 

THE COMMISSIONER: What's not clear to me is that if 

you felt that my ruling with respect to Mr. Roy's 
standing and funding should be reviewed and 
changed, which is what you're saying now, why 
wouldn't you have made the application, say, in 
June? 

MR. PARSONS: Well, with respect, Mr. 

Commissioner, at that point it was not clear to us 
how these proceedings would be unfolding. And in 
light of your ruling with regard to Officer 
Jarvis, we believed that we were on all fours in 
the sense of that ruling with regard to Mr. Roy, 
and that circumstances have changed at this point. 

THE COMMISSIONER: So that you're relying on the 

decision I made with respect to Sergeant Jarvis 
essentially as the basis for your application? 

MR. PARSONS: In part. In part. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Because you knew Mr. Roy would be 

vigorously cross-examined and that there would 
certainly be evidence adduced to question his 
account of the events that took place. That was 
known from the beginning; that was quite clear, it 
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seems to me, that that would be the situation. 

MR. PARSONS: That is correct. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Now, I have asked Commission 

counsel about having Sergeant Jarvis stand over 
until next week or the week after, in the 
expectation that if that were so then you would 
have an opportunity in the meantime to take 
whatever — make whatever application you wanted 
to have my decision reviewed, and that we could 
proceed with the other witnesses. 

Now, I gather from what Mr. Hesje 
reported to me that you are not content to proceed 
with the Inquiry even if I suggested to Mr. Hesje 
that Sergeant Jarvis be put over until a later 
time, is that correct? 

MR. PARSONS: That is correct, Mr. Commissioner, 

and the reason for that is with regard to 
disclosure. As I stated, we simply do not have 
the information before us to determine what 
witness we would wish to question or not, and we 
anticipate Officer Jarvis is someone who we would 
most definitely want to question, but there may — 
there may well be others. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Very well*. 

MR. PARSONS: That's the situation we're in, so I 
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— that is why I was seeking an adjournment at 
this time. 

THE COMMISSIONER: I'm going to adjourn the Inquiry 

until 2 o'clock this afternoon, but I'm going to 
do that for the purpose of preparing a written 
ruling on your applications, and I'm hopeful that 
Commission counsel will be able to fax all counsel 
my decision with respect to that. And we'll 
return at 2 o'clock then to continue with 
Constable Brand. 

And in the meantime, I am going to 
suggest to Commission counsel that, in any event. 
Sergeant Jarvis be stood over until a later time. 

MR. PARSONS: Thank you, Mr. Commissioner. 

THE COMMISSIONER: And then, as I say, you will have 

my ruling in hand and — but my present intention 
ds to continue at 2 o'clock notwithstanding, and I 
say this with the greatest deference, your request 
for an adjournment, I don't think it's 
appropriate. But you will still have an 
opportunity, certainly before Jarvis appears, to 
take whatever steps you want to, and it's not up 
to me to make any comment about that. That's a 
matter you will have to address and decide. So 
for present purposes then we'll stand over until 2 
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1 o'clock. 

2 (PROCEEDINGS ADJOURNED AT 10:41 A.M. AND RECONVENED AT 2:03 

3 P.M.) 

4 THE COMMISSIONER: Mr. Hesje? 

5 MR. HESJE: Thank you, Mr. Commissioner, just, 

6 .3 guess, to state publicly that your ruling has 

7 been released and we are prepared to proceed. I 

8 believe Mr. Brand — Sergeant — Constable Brand 

9 is on the stand. 

10 THE COMMISSIONER: Thank you. Cross-examination? 

11 MR. WORME: Thank you, Mr. Commissioner. I'm 

12 sort of having a little difficulty here getting my 

13 bearings. 

14 THE COMMISSIONER: Are you all right, Mr. Worme? 

15 MR. WORME: Yeah, yeah. Just in the sense 

16 that we've got a lot of paper, we've killed a lot 

17 of trees, Mr. Commissioner, and it's beginning to 

18 pile up. 

19 THE COMMISSIONER: Do you want a few minutes to review 

20 your notes before you start? 

21 MR. WORME: I think I'm actually ready to go. 

22 I just wanted to take that moment. 

23 GEOFFREY LEWIS BRAND, previously sworn, testifies: 

24 MR. WORME, examining: 


25 


Q 


Constable Brand, I'm going to take a moment, if I 
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may, to go over some of the testimony you've 
already given, just so that it may perhaps assist 
you — and maybe you don't need it — but it will 
certainly assist me and I can assure you, I do. 

You had confirmed with us that your 
partner was Constable Sperling, at least on 
November — in November of 1990 in the paddy wagon 
that you had operated? 

A Yes. 

Q We've also had, a copy of your notes has been 

provided to us and we thank you for that. If I 
could find them I would ask you a couple of 
questions related to that. But until I do I think 
I'm just going to see if I can proceed. Now I 
don't know if you have your notes in front of you 
there. Officer, but if I can draw to your 
attention — 

A Excuse me. 

Q As I understand, these have been marked as an 

exhibit and, I'm sorry, I don't know the exhibit 
number. It could be 60 or 61 — 62? 

THE COMMISSIONER: P-63. 

MR. WORME: I was wrong on all counts. 

CLERK: (Inaudible) 62, My Lord. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Is it? 
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MR. WORME: Yeah, 62. 

THE COMMISSIONER: I'm sorry, I guess the map was P-63 

for identification, wasn't it? Very well. 

Q MR. WORME: If I can draw to your attention 

Saturday, November 24th, 1990, that would appear 
on page 97, I gather, of your notebook. Officer? 

A That's not page 97, that's my badge number at the 
bottom, G97. 

Q Oh, pardon me. I have a photocopy which doesn't 
come through so well. But I can see on the next 
page, it's page 8, so perhaps that would be page 
7, is that fair? 

A No, it's — I don't have page numbers on them. 

No. That would be G97 in the lower right-hand 
corner. Unless I don't know where you're looking. 
This is my signature right there. Right there 
underneath. 

Q Perhaps I can maybe just get you to confirm that 
the page numbers for your notebook, and I'm 
assuming for every police officer with the 
Saskatoon City Police Service is consecutively 
numbered? That would make some sense; correct? 

A Yes. I see the number now, I've never — 

Q And that is, in fact, page 7, that is — 
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Yes. 
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— to say the page where the inscription at the 
top reads, "Saturday, November 24th, 1990" — 
Right. 

— you have the notation "Nights" there? 

Yes. 

And I gather that you would make that notation at 
the commencement of each shift, whether it be 
night shift or day shift? 

Yes. 

The next notation, and I believe you've told us 
this already, "Car 2," that would refer to paddy 
wagon number 2? 

Yes. 

The next notation I'm afraid I cannot make out. 
Officer, in spite of the fact that you have 
probably the best handwriting of any police 
officers' notebooks that we've seen, and I don't 
mean that tongue in cheek, but you do have fairly 
good handwriting. But I'm afraid I still cannot 
make out that next inscription, I wonder if you 
could — 

Under "PW"? 

Is that a PW? 

Yes. 

I thought it might have been PLS. 
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No, that's PW. 

And that stands for? 

Patrol wagon or paddy wagon. 

All right. And that would be in reference to car 
number 2? 

Yes. 

The "Radio" is the next inscription, and I see at 
the bottom of that — at the bottom of page 7 
under the inscription "Thursday, November 29th, 
'90," you have the notation "Days"? 

Yes. 

You have car number 2, "PW", again that same paddy 

wagon, I'm sure? 

Right. 

And you have "Radio 309," now am I missing 
something but at Saturday, November 24th there is 
no radio? 

It looks like I forgot to write it down. 

That means you wouldn't have had a radio, is that 
right? 

No, that means -- I wouldn't have gone out without 
a radio. I might not have had it at parade, I 
might have picked it up after parade and not noted 
it in my notebook. 

A radio is a pretty important thing for — 
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A Yeah, I just wouldn't — 

Q — an officer on patrol to have? 

A % wouldn't leave the station without it on patrol, 
no. 

Q And do you know whether or not your partner 
perhaps would make the same notations in his 
notes? 

A He would have made -- I don't know what he would 
write down in his notes. We were always told to 
write down who's in charge, who you're working 
with, where you're working and the times. I don't 
know if he wrote radio in his notebook or not. 

Q And as between you and Officer Sperling, who would 
be in charge? 

A Well, we were both constables, but he was senior. 

Q And is that what you mean when you say who's in 
charge, would you say who it is in terms of your 
partner, or do you mean Inspector Wilton and 
Acting -- 

A No, the people that — 

Q — Staff Sergeant Pfeil? 

A — are in charge of us would be Acting Staff 

Sergeant Pfeil and Inspector Wilton. In the car, 

I guess if a decision came down it would go to the 
senior officer, on a serious decision or 
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something. 

Q Okay. And one of the things that you noted 

yesterday, I think it was yesterday, that after 
your notations on November the 24th of '90 under 
"Parade," you have the big "X" there and I think 
you've already confirmed for us that you didn't 
need to make any notes as the computer assist — 
you're going to have to help me — computer 
assisted dispatch system, is — 

A Dispatch, yeah -- 

Q — that what it's called? 

A System. It records from your mobile data terminal 
what you did for the night. 

Q All right. Now I know that you don't have any 
recollection from your own memory, and I don't 
blame you for that, number one, it was a long time 
ago and it's difficult to remember things like 
that, not to mention, I'm sure, that you've been 
out on many, many shifts since then. 

A Yes. 

Q But would it help you to know, for example. 

Officer, that on November the 24th, at 1929 hours, 
which is one minute before 7:30, to put it very 
awkwardly. 

A Okay. 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


2778 Exam G. Brand 

by Mr. Worme 

Q That you were dispatched to a complaint, there was 
a suspicious person 1700 block of Avenue D North, 
does that help you at all, sir? 

A No. 

Q The complaint was by one Gibson? 

A I have no recollection. 

Q You cleared that scene at 1947 hours and at the 
same time attended to a stolen vehicle complaint 
by one Neufeld, 800 block of G North -- 

A I have no — 

Q — cleared at 1957 hours? 

A I have no recollection of that. 

Q Okay. At 2140 hours you attended at the Roy 

Bluecloud residence, is that something that might 
perhaps assist you, in the 400 block of Avenue C 
North? 

A No. 

Q Trouble at the residence. You had occasion to 
CPIC that individual at some point, in fact, at 
2152 hours that night. 

A I don't recall any of this, sir. 

Q The remarks — under that, incidently, it said 
"Remarks 269," do you have any idea what that 
would mean? Is that code in police lingo, if I 
can put it that way? 
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The only 269 I would relate it to, that was my 
partner's badge number. 

Okay. So that's what that might mean. And 
perhaps it might have been your partner who would 
have made the query and, as such, his name would 
have appeared as a remark? 

It should be on CPIC, who made the query. 

2141 hours, B and E in progress, 600 block, 2nd 
Avenue East, you attended there with three other 
cars, does that at all help you? 

No. 

You go back to the Roy Bluecloud residence at 2145 
hours and clear 10 minutes later? 

I have no recollection of this. Sounds like a 
regular night on patrol. 

You had indicated to us earlier that typically you 
would use the paddy wagon to pick up — and I 
don't want to be unkind here, but people who, I 
think to use your words, have urinated or 
defecated? 

Yeah. 

I didn't want anybody to think that this was a 
flight of continence. I mean you were obviously 
busy, you weren't just driving around drinking 
coffee or anything like that? 
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It sounds like we were busy, yeah. 

Do you recall going to a fire at the 500 block 4th 
Avenue North at about 2225 hours? 

No. 

And we have been provided with a document here 
earlier this morning which would appear to be an 
Identification of Criminal Records, and I think, 
rather than read the name into the record, I can 
tell you that this particular document was done at 
0015 hours on the 25th day of the 11th month, 

1990, the arresting officer number 269 and 97. I 
gather 97 is yourself? 

Yes, that's correct. 

And A Division, I gather that would be A Platoon? 
Yes. 

And so does that at all help you, sir, that at 
that particular time, that is, 15 minutes after 
11:00 that you had — 

If it's 0015 — 

— occasion to arrest — 

— it would be 15 after 12:00, but I don't have 
any recollection. I've arrested a lot of people. 
That's a booking form. 

Do you notice anything on that copy of what 
purports to be a booking form that could be 
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attributed to yourself? 

The arresting officer, right here. 

In terms of a signature or anything, is there 
anything on there to indicate that you might have 
drawn that up or. In fact, would that be your job 
to do that? 

No. 

So between the time that you were dispatched — I 
gather you're not arguing that the comments that 
I'm making to you, the suggestions that I make to 
you about your attendances at a particular time, 
you don't quarrel with that? 

No. 

So that at 2225 hours, and I say to you that you 
were dispatched to a fire, the name that I have 
been provided is McLean at 500 block 4th Avenue 
North, you cleared that at 2230, that would be at 
11:30 at night? 

You said 2225 and 23? 

2225, it looks to me like the time of the dispatch 
and you would have cleared at 2230 hours. 

Well that's five minutes later, 10:25 to 10:30. 

All right. And then your next dealings, it would 
appear, would be with this particular individual 
whose booking sheet is shown at 0015 hours. 
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A Okay. 

Q But none of that helps you at all? 

A No, it doesn't, sir. 

Q Do you recall going to the Patricia Hotel that 
night to break up a disturbance? 

A No. 

Q At 2 o'clock in the morning, drunks causing 
trouble in front of the King George Hotel? 

A No. 

Q Doesn't help at all? 

A No. 

Q And I suppose attending to an assault cause bodily 
harm, 200 block of Winnipeg at 3:40, and attending 
at a noisy party on the 300 block of 3rd Avenue 
North at 4:21 in the morning means nothing to you? 

A That's right. 

Q While I'm going onto my next point, can you tell 

us what a jetset is? I think we may have already 
been told that but for the life of me, I can't 
recall. 

A Interoffice memo. 

Q It just seems to me to be a rather unusual name 
for that. Do you know why that might be called 
that? 

A Ever since I've been there that's what they've 
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called it. 

All right. I gather that Murray Zoorkan is one of 
the Saskatoon Police Service officers, is he? 

Yes. 

And you would have had a discussion with him, 
together with members from the RCM Police task 
force? 

Yes. 

And I notice that when you were answering Mr. 
Plaxton's questions you had indicate that a number 
of things were suggested to you? 

Yes. 

What kind of things was that, sir? 

Names. 

All right. And the purpose for that was what, as 
far as you could tell? 

I don't know. Just the purpose for me trying to 
remember who it was that I might have passed 
information on to. 

They were trying to twig your recollection in the 
same fashion as I was just trying to; is that 
right? 

Yes. 

And I gather that that was of no use? 

No, not really. No. 
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Q I think you've indicated as well, that in terms of 
drop-offs — you know what I mean by drop-offs, 
eh? 

A Well, I'd like — drop — 

Q All right. That's police officers arresting 

individuals and dropping them off, let's say Queen 
Elizabeth Power Station. 

A Okay, I know what you mean, yeah. 

Q Right. And you've indicated that clearly that 
kind of thing should not be occurring. You'd 
agree with me, then, that that would be bad 
policing? 

A That's right. 

Q And that's something that we should all be 
against? 

A That's right. 

Q I'm given to understand — and you'll correct me 

if I'm wrong -- that Dave Trainor was a partner of 
your? Brian Trainor, I'm sorry. 

A Brian Trainor, yes. 

Q He was a partner of yours? 

A That's correct. 

Q Did you refer to one another, whether 

affectionately or not, as Hawk and Gumby? 
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No. 
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No? 

No. 

Okay. You're familiar with Brian's column "Blue 
Lagoon"? 

Yes. 

You didn't have anything to do with that, did you? 
Like writing the stories? 

Well, either writing -- 
No. 

— in the stories or perhaps drawing caricatures, 
anything like that? 

No. 

I understand you are somewhat of an artist, 
though? 

No, Brian's the artist. 

So if there were any caricatures that were drawn 
he would have been the author of that? 

Yes. 

And the author of the stories, he would be, 
similarly, the sole author, as far as you know? 

Yes. 

And you're familiar, I would think, with his June, 
1997 column about two police officers who go by 
the synonyms Hawk and Gumby and their particular 
handling of a, quote, "drunk"? 
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Yes. 

You've read that? 

Yes. 

And you would have seen that, perhaps, at the 
Saskatoon Police Service building, or somewhere in 
the locker room, maybe had occasion to talk about 
that with other officers? 

I think that was in the Saskatoon Sun, I read it 
in that. 

And fair enough, but did you have occasion to 
review that perhaps with other officers at the 
Saskatoon City Police Service buildings, whether 
in the locker room or on parade or in, you know, 
in the workout room, wherever? 

I don't know what you mean by -- I might have 
talked to guys about his articles at coffee or 
whatever, but I don't know what you mean by 
review. 

Well, talk about it. 

Okay. 

Let's say talk about it. You had a chance to talk 
about other officers — about that particular 
article? 

Yeah. 

Did it seem funny to you, incidentally, sir, did 
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that particular article seem funny? As I 
understood the article, and I have a copy here and 
we can certainly read it, but they had picked up a 
drunk who became, I think the words that were used 
was "belligerent" if I'm not mistaken. 

A Okay. 

Q Do you recall that, sir? I only want (inaudible). 

A I don't recall that article word-for-word, no. 

Q And in any event, that the "drunk" wanted to go to 
the highest power in the land, do you recall that, 
sir? 

A Okay. 

Q And accordingly was dropped off at Queen — 

THE COMMISSIONER: Excuse me, Mr. Worme. 

Q — Elizabeth Power Station. 

THE COMMISSIONER: I'm not just sure of the purpose of 

this. Firstly, my education has, obviously, been 
unattended to, because I have no idea what this is 
about. But was this some sort of internal 
fictional account that was created by somebody in 
the police service about some event, or what? 

MR. WORME: And that's exactly what I*m trying 

to get at, Mr. Commissioner, I don't know if it's 
fictional or not, I'm asking this officer if he 
has any knowledge of it. Obviously, by his 
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WITNESS: 

THE COMMISSIONER: 
WITNESS: 


Yes . 

Who is it? 

It's Constable Brian — or. 


correction. Sergeant Brian Trainor. 

THE COMMISSIONER: But beyond seeing it, do you know 

anything about the articles? 

WITNESS: No. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Did you contribute to them? 

WITNESS: No. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Was any of the story line of this 

article related to any events that you have 

personal knowledge of? 


WITNESS: No. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Mr. Worme, you should go on, then, 

I didn't mean to interfere with your questions. 

MR. WORME: Not at all., Mr. Commissioner, I 

thank you for that, that was thorough and, indeed, 
T would suggest covers off the points that I 
wanted to make. Thank you. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Other questions? Are you managing 

all right. Constable? 

WITNESS: Yes, thank you, sir. 

MR. HALYK, examining: 

Q Constable, it's Si Halyk, representing FSIN. I 

don't want to cover ground that's been covered too 
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much, or many times unduly, but I do want to 
refresh myself about your background as a police 
officer up to 1990. As I understand it you joined 
in '81? 

A That's correct. 

Q And as I understand it you were a special 
constable in Detention? 

A Yes. 

Q Which means that you weren't a regular member at 

that point? 

A That's right. 

Q And when did you become a regular member? 

A August of '82. 

Q And then after August of '82 you did some school 
and traffic-type patrols; is that right? 

A Yes. 

Q And then you were in Communications? 

A Well, I was assigned to Communications for — 

sporadically when somebody else wasn't there, so 
I've worked Communications for, I believe it was 
six months. 

Q And after Communications you were in the patrol 
wagon? 

A One of my patrol duties was patrol wagon, yes. 

Q How long were you with the patrol wagon? 
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A I believe not quite a year, I believe. 

Q So do you remember the dates of that? Obviously, 
in November of 1990 you were on patrol wagon 
duties? 

A That's right, I don't remember the dates, no. 

Q So was it a continuous block of service? 

A Yes. 

Q And as I understand it Sperling was your partner 

for a lot of that time or all of that time? 

A Well he was, you know, all but his holidays and 

whatever, but he was my partner, assigned partner 
at that time, yes. 

Q And as I understand it from other witnesses, with 
the patrol wagon you are pretty well free to roam 
the city, except if you're dispatched elsewhere? 

A Yeah, we're a float vehicle. 

Q And so if you hear calls on the radio where 

there's a disturbance or something going on you're 
free to go to that area to see if they need 
assistance or backup? 

A That's correct. 

Q Even without them calling you? 

A That's correct. 

Q So it wouldn't be unusual for you to do that. 
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would it? 
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A No. 

Q And the dispatch wouldn't necessarily know where 
you were at any given time unless they checked 
with you? 

A Well we would let them know that we were going to 
backup, by radio. 

Q Well you didn't have to? 

A No, but we would let them know. 

Q I know you'd do everything right. But you didn't 
have to? 

A No. We didn't have to, no. 

Q And like when you go for coffee you tell them, 
too? 

A The new MDTs, yes. 

Q No, but 1990? 

A Yes. 

Q You'd tell them when you're taking your coffee 
break? 

A Yes, you book out of your terminal. 

Q Yes. But this is completely a choice of you two 

fellows, right? 

A That's correct. 

Q As to how responsible in reporting you want to be? 

A That's correct. 

Q Because nobody can tell from sitting in the 
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dispatch office as to where you actually are? 

A That's correct. 

Q There was no tracking mechanism at that time? 

A That's right. 

Q You could be in Sutherland and you could report to 

dispatch that you were in the north end of 
Saskatoon; correct? 

A Well, I guess you could. 

Q Yeah. I'm not meaning to suggest that you'd even 
think of it. But that's very possible if you 
wanted to do it? 

A Yes. 

Q Do I get the impression that you're a pretty 

dedicated officer, in the sense that you don't 
breach any rules, is that what you're suggesting, 
that you stick right with regs? 

A No. 

Q Oh. Well, have you been disciplined? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay, so what about 1990, did you have any 
discipline proceedings? 

A I don't remember the date that I was disciplined. 

Q Was it just once? 

A Yes. 

Q And when you say disciplined, now I'm talking 
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about being warned or parade or anything like 
that? 

A Too long for coffee, or — 

Q Yeah. 

A Oh, I've been told that, yes. 

Q So you haven't been — 

A Formally disciplined once, yes. 

Q Formally disciplined once. But you haven't been 

Mr. Perfect even though -- 

A No. 

Q --I'm sure you would be if things were different. 

A No. 

Q Okay. So now we've established that you could be 
anywhere, and the trouble with us is that you 
can't tell us where you were on the 24th of 
November, 1990, you can't tell us anything about 
where you were? 

A No. 

Q Because you didn't put anything in your notes? 

A That's correct. 

Q Now if I could just talk about the notes for a 

couple of seconds, because the first reports we 
have is that you didn't have notes for the 24th- 
25th, and you see that's what caused the little 
bit of a turmoil yesterday, is because nobody 
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thought you had notes because you had reported you 
hadn't. 

A Actually, sir, they would have had my notes from 

the — the copy of the notes from meeting with the 
RCMP, and they had my notebook and they copied 
what they wanted that day. 

MR. FOX: I think the witness {inaudible). 

THE COMMISSIONER: Yes. 

MR. FOX: I'll go to the microphone. When my 

learned friend says the report was that there was 
no notes, the report — and I'm looking at the 
witness statement that was produced by the RCMP 
concerning an interview that took place July 31st, 
2001 and it states, "Brand produced notes from 
1990 11/30 shift, worked 9 o'clock to 1900. That 
was when the informant took place." That's the 
book of notes that are there. That book of notes 
which was produced — and that's what this report 
says -- which we've all had since the beginning of 
disclosure in these proceedings, contains the 
November 24th notes. So to say that the 
information we got early on is that there were no 
notes, that's not what the RCMP disclosure says. 

MR. HALYK: I was referring to the 24th-25th. 

And what I'm saying is that what it 


25 


MR. FOX: 
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says is, "Brand produced notes from 1990 11/30 
shift," those — November 24th are in the same 
notebook. It's all the same notebook. 

MR. HESJE: Mr. Commissioner, if I might, on 

this point, because my interview may be causing 
the confusion. 

THE COMMISSIONER: You should go to a microphone, Mr. 

Hesje. You can use this one here if the constable 
doesn't mind. 

MR. HESJE: I interviewed Constable Brand 

sometime in August, and I believe he confirms 
this. Based on that interview I provided a 
summary of anticipated evidence. At that time 
when I met with Constable Brand in August he 
advised me that he could not locate his notebooks. 
Accordingly, that was stated in the summary of 
anticipated evidence. I think that's where the 
confusion arises. There was evidence that he 
provided those notebooks, a copy of his notebooks 
in 1990 to the police, and there was excerpts of 
the pages that we marked from November 30th and I 
think, is it December 7th? But the statement that 
he could not locate his notebooks is my statement 
in the summary, based on what he told me in August 
of 2003. I think he can confirm that. 
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I think what I said to Mr. Hesje, 
that was in that thing, is at the time that I was 
told to put the notebook in a safe place, and I 
said I did, at which time I just couldn't remember 
where the safe place was, but I would have the 
notebook, I would find it. 

MR. HALYK: All right. The point is, the 

information that we have, as Mr. Hesje has 
indicated, was that, yes, there were the copies of 
notes from the 30th, but there were no notes 
available for the period of the 24th to the 25th, 
is the information we had. And you're saying that 
you had always led people to believe that you did 
have those notebooks? 

I gave the RCMP my notebook. 

Okay. That whole notebook that you have here 
today? 

Yes, I handed my notebook to the RCMP and they 
went and copied what they needed. 

All right. And we're thankful, don't let me look 
ungrateful for notebooks, because we've been 
looking for notebooks the last week or so. So I 
appreciate them, but I would also appreciate 
notebooks that had something in them; do you know 
what I mean? 
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A I understand 

, sir. 

2 


Q It's easy to 

produce a notebook and it's blank. 

3 


and that's what you've produced for us, which 

4 


isn't quite 

satisfactory for the 24th and 25th. 

5 

MR. 

FOX: 

Again, Mr. Commissioner, it's — 

6 

THE 

COMMISSIONER: 

Mr. Fox — 

7 

MR. 

FOX: 

— almost — 

8 

THE 

COMMISSIONER: 

— rest on your laurels. 

9 

MR. 

FOX: 

I'll leave it at that, thank you. 

10 


Q MR. HALYK: 

Okay, I don't want to misstate 

11 


this — 


12 

THE 

COMMISSIONER: 

You scolded him for not having his 

13 


notebook, he 

said, I gave my notebook to the ROMP. 

14 

MR. 

HALYK: 

Yes . 

15 

THE 

COMMISSIONER: 

And, obviously, you ultimately got 

16 


it back, they finished with it, whatever? 

17 

WITNESS: 

Right. 

18 

THE 

COMMISSIONER: 

But I think you're now scolding him 

19 


for his literary style and the fact that the 

20 


notebook wasn't complete enough as far as the 

21 


entries are 

concerned. 

22 

MR. 

HALYK: 

With respect, Mr. Commissioner, it 

23 


doesn't take 

much style to write nothing, but — 

24 

THE 

COMMISSIONER: 

Well, that's a matter of — 

25 

MR. 

HALYK: 

That's the point I'm making. 
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Q I mean, the fact of the matter is that you put in 
a 12-hour shift and your notebook shows absolutely 
nothing having happened on that 12-hour shift. 

A The CAD dispatch that Mr. Worme showed me, showed 
what I was up to. 

Q The point is, though, do you not agree with me. 
Constable — 

A Yes. 

Q — that directions are that you should record 

every activity that is of any significance, any 

contact with any individuals, that's supposed to 
be in your notebook, and that was so in 1990? 

A Yes. 

THE COMMISSIONER: I understand the point, Mr. Halyk. 

I understand your point. What you're saying is 
that he should have been filling in the detail in 
his notebook and didn't do so. 

MR. HALYK: Well it goes beyond that, Mr. 

Commissioner, that's a simplified version, with 
the greatest respect. 

Q The fact is, we know here that you were on a shift 
where this young fellow was somehow ending up in 
police custody, and you were working that shift; 
correct? 

MR. WATSON: Well, we don't know that. There's 
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one witness has said that. It's not been 
established he was in police custody at all. 

A You're talking about Mr. Stonechild? 

Q MR. HALYK: Yes. 

A I don't know anything about Mr. Stonechild 

Q So the point that I want to get at is if you had 

detailed notes of where you were and what you were 
doing at that time, it would be helpful; would you 
agree with that? 

A My notes would be helpful, yes. 

Q All right. But you did have notes from an 

Incident that happened on November 30th. Now, I 
asked you for your history, sir, because I see 
nowhere where you were assigned to any 
plainclothes detail, GIS-type situation. 

A Actually, I was in rotation training in 

plainclothes, and I've been in — well that's 
plainclothes for a year. And I've been in break 
and enter now, this is my third year in 
investigations, plainclothes. 

Q I'm talking about 1990, up to 1990. 

A Oh, no, I was not. No. 

Q And you would agree with me, I think, that there 

are some pretty strict rules within the police 
department about working informants and how you 
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handle informants? 

A That's correct. 

Q And there were at that time pretty clear 

guidelines as to who can use informants in what 
situations and how they're to be handled? 

A Any officer can have an informant. 

Q Well, what I'm curious about, informants are 

pretty treasured sources to, especially, the 

plainclothes detail and investigative section? 

A That's correct. 

Q And there is, in fact, a kitty fund set up to pay 
informants under certain circumstances; correct? 

A Yes. 

Q And there's occasions where some kind of immunity 
can be granted through an informant with the 
permission of, maybe the prosecutor or the chief 
or somebody in a higher rank? 

A That's correct. 

Q So any officer who has developed informants 

treasures the contacts and other people are to 
stay away from their informants? 

A Yes. 

Q That's the basic understanding? 

A Yes. 

Q So I am curious as to how you in a patrol wagon 
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would have developed an informant who would ask to 
contact you and speak to you? 

A In a lot of the other sections that I worked, 
especially schools, I developed informants, I 
received a lot of information through schools. 
Through regular patrol duties I received 
informants. It's just not investigating officers 
that get informants, sir. 

Q But informants, are they not usually on a basis of 
a relationship that's developed between a 
particular officer and the informant, a relation¬ 
ship of trust, so to speak? 

A Over a period of time, yes. 

Q And do you agree with me that most officers would 

know who their informants were? 

A Some, if they've dropped some, they've — 

Q Okay. Here, as I understand it — now, let's just 
look at the scenario a little bit. This person 
was not identified until late November 29th as 
Stonechild; did you know that? 

A At the time? 

Q Yes. 

A I just knew that probably that night, I didn't 
know -- I don't have any recollection of that. 

Q Well did you know that there was a body found on 
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the 29th of November? 

A I have no recollection of that. 

Q You can't help us. 

A All I can say is that I know I looked it up on the 
30th when I had talked to the informant, and left 
my information. 

Q I hear what you're saying but I want to just 

question you a little bit about it, because you 
can't give me an obvious reason why you would have 
had an informant contacting you about this 
incident? 

A No, I don't recall. 

Q And you don't even recall -- this is an informant 
and you don't even recall for us who this 
informant was? 

A That's correct. 

Q And you don't have any note in your book 
■indicating who this informant was? 

A That's correct. 

Q And you seem to have a memory that this was an 
informant that you saw in detention? 

A That's correct. 

Q And as I look at your notes this person you saw in 

detention just as your shift ended? 

A That's correct. 
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Q But it doesn't say you saw this person in 
detention? 

A That's correct. 

Q Why, is there a reason why you remember that this 
person was in detention? 

A I believe that I was called to detention that day 
to talk to somebody. 

Q Okay. When you say you "believe" that always 
worries me. Are you telling me that you were 
called to detention to see somebody or not? 

A That's my recollection, that I was called to 
detention. 

Q Again, do you specifically remember being called 

to detention? And then I'm going to ask you about 
who called you to detention? 

A I don't recall. 

Q And do you recall how you were called to 
detention? 

A No. 

Q And do you recall for sure whether it was a male 
or female that you saw in detention? 

A I believe it was a male, yes. 

Q You believe it was a male? 

A Yes. 

Q Do you know it was a male? 
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A Well I went by myself, so I would assume it would 
be a male. 

Q And if we pulled out the records of who was in 

detention on that particular occasion would you be 
able to recognize the name, if we showed you the 
names of the people in detention? 

A I might be able to, yes. 

Q You might be able to? 

A Yes. 

Q Why would you not have recorded the name of your 
informant? 

A In my notebook? 

Q Yes. 

A Because it would never write the name of an 

informant in my notebook. If I have a trial to go 
to I don't want a defence lawyer looking at my 
notebook and giving out my informant's name. 

Q But you know, don't you. Constable, that you can 
easily ask for that to be blacked out and the 
court will black out the name of an informant? 

A No. 

Q You didn't know that? 

A No. 

Q Well, where did you record it? 
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Q Well if this was a genuine informant and this was 
genuine information, wouldn't you think that 
somebody might want to know who it was that gave 
it to you? 

A That's correct. 

Q How would they know that when you don't even know? 

A Probably through the interoffice memo. 

Q That doesn't exist? 

A I don't know. 

Q You haven't seen such an interoffice memo, have 
you? 

A No. 

Q Do you remember leaving an interoffice memo? 

A I believe I did, yes. Plus the investigation for 
the occurrence. 

Q Without being unkind to you, you say you believe, 
does that mean you do remember doing an 
interoffice memo or you don't? 

A I believe it was my common practice to do that. 

Q Do you remember doing it on this specific 
occasion? 

A I can't say for sure, no. 

Q No. So we have got some information here that you 

think you passed on to somebody, you don't know to 
who and you don't know what you said; is that 
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right? 

A It went through the investigation and the report 
was left, yes. 

Q And in that you refer to talk about Neil 

Stonechild and you've got "' 13 , August 24," did 
the informant tell you a birth date? 

A No. I probably looked that up myself. 

Q Well how do — how do you know that now? 

A Because that's just the way I did things. 

Q You don't remember this? 

A I know that if I wrote it up I would have had to 

have a date of birth or something to look up the 
occurrence, I would have looked up Stonechild and 
found that on SIMS. 

Q But these are presumably notes that you're making 
at the time you're seeing this informant, whoever 
that may be? 

A Or right after. Immediately after. 

Q Or right after? 

A Right. 

Q And so you think that — it looks like this was 
information that was given to you. "Talk about 
Neil Stonechild, '73, August 24. 
the same line. 

A M' hm. 


It's right in 
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Q It's not an addition to it. So why would it be in 
the same line as the time you're getting the 
■information from the informant? 

A It could have been written up immediately after. 

Q Okay, so why would you see this person on your own 

time? 

A I was asked to go up and see this person. 

Q Well, you don't remember being asked? 

A I know I was asked to go there. I just don't 
remember who. 

Q And so are you suggesting that this was a specific 
request for you, that this informant wanted only 
you? 

A Yes. 

Q So it would be somebody in dispatch who contacted 

you, or where — who was this person? 

A I don't know if it was dispatch or the detention 
staff, but it was probably one of those two. 

Q You have nothing in your notes that indicates that 
somebody contacted you and wanted you to attend at 
detention? 

A That's correct. 

Q Wouldn't you think that that's a significant issue 

to put into your notebook? 
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No. 
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Q You don't? 

A No. 

Q Okay. So, I'm just curious, if this person was in 
detention, do you have radio and TV for the people 
in detention? 

A Pardon me, sir? 

Q Do you have radios and TV for the people in 

detention to watch TV or listen to the radio? 

A Are you talking about just the media radio or 
police radio? 

Q No, I'm talking about media. 

A The only television back then was in the old 

parade room, I believe, for the workers up there. 

Q So you didn't provide TV sets for the people in 
detention? 

A No. 

Q And you didn't provide them radios to listen to 
the news? 

A No. 

Q So if this person was in detention and the 

identity was just decided late at night of the 
29th, the evening of the 29th, I'm just wondering 
how this informant knew that Stonechild was even 
dead, do you have any idea? 

A Unless he was brought in late in the day, I don't 



2810 


Exam G. Brand 
by Mr. Halyk 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 


know. 

Q Because he's in detention, he's not getting any 
news . 

A No, but he could have been out -- I don't know 
when he attended detention. 

Q No, because we don't know who he is? 

A That's correct. 

Q So we don't know when he got in there, it may have 
just been a new guest, is that what you're saying? 

A Could be, yes. 

Q And just got picked up after the newscast, you 
don't know? 

A I don't know. 

Q So how did you expect to find the name of this 

informant since you didn't put it down anywhere, 
if you needed to know anything more from him? 

A Oh, I think I would have remembered back then. 

Q You think you'd've remembered? 

A Yes. 

Q Have you talked about the Stonechild matter with 

the other officers, or any of the other officers 
that were on duty on that shift? 

A Have I talked to them about which? 

Q About, anything about the circumstances of his 

death, with the other officers or any of the other 
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officers who were on shift — 

A No. 

Q — on that date? 

A No. 

Q Not even casual discussion? 

A No. 

Q Not even since this investigation started? 

A No. 

Q Have you played any role in trying to investigate 
the circumstances that the RCMP were investigating 
•in 2000 and 2001, 2002? 

A Have I had any role? 

Q Yeah. 

A S don't — 

Q Did anybody ask you to do anything? 

A No. 

Q From the police department? 

A No. 

Q So how did you get the honour of being the 

investigator to do this work that you were asked 
to do? 

A I just received a phone call from the Association 
Vice-President, Dave Hay, to ask me to do that. 

Q Okay. Is there any reason that you know of why 
you got the honour? 
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A No. 

Q Did you do any other investigative matters — 

A No. 

Q — for the Saskatoon City Police in connection 
with this matter, or the Association? 

A No. 

Q Did you know who Neil Stonechild was before his 
death? 

A I don't recall. Like I said to the RCMP at the 
time, I didn't know if I knew who he was. After 
the media hype, when I was interviewed by the 
RCMP, or before, I don't recall. 

Q And can you tell us today that you weren't in the 
area of Snowberry Downs at any time on the night 
of November 24th, 1990 and the early morning of 
the 25th, 1990? 

A No. 

Q You can't tell me that you weren't? 

A No. 

Q And if another patrol car needed assistance, or if 
they had a drunk to contend with, or they had 
another call to go to when they had him in 
custody, would it be logical to call the patrol 
wagon to come and pick the custody person up? 

A Not if they had another call to go to; we would 
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probably take their call. But if they needed 
somebody that was transported, we would transport, 
yes. 

Q Yeah. So, in other words, if this other car had 

this person in custody, or persons in custody, and 
had to go somewhere else or do something, they 
could call the patrol wagon and you would help 
them? 

A That's correct. 

Q And you would take the person from their custody 
and into your custody? 

A That's correct. 

Q And would you make a note of that? 

A Yes. 

Q That's one of the things you'd put in your 
notebook? 

A Yes. 

Q Now do you rememeber what days of the week the 
24th-25th, were? If you look at your notes it 
will tell you. It was a Saturday night. 

A Yeah, okay. Saturday — yeah, it is Saturday, 
right at the top there. 

Q Saturday night. 

A Yeah. 

Q In Saskatoon, in November of 1990, and into early 
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Sunday morning. One would expect it to be a 
fairly busy time for police officers on the 
street? 

A That's correct. 

Q And again, nothing of significance to report in 
your notebook about anything that night or that 
morning? 

A That's correct. 

Q Have you been a participant or witnessed anybody 

being picked up by the Saskatoon City Police and 
being taken to a location other than a detention 
facility? 

A No. 

Q Have you — are you aware of any such circum¬ 
stances through your work as a police officer? 

A Just the story about Constable King. 

Q When did you first know about Constable King's 
story? 

A I think that came out just around the same time as 
the investigation. I think I heard it on 
television and I believe it was the Chief Sabo 
that had mentioned it. 

Q And this Trainor -- you worked with Brian Trainor, 
my learned friend, Mr. Worme, brought that out? 

A That's correct. 
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Q 

about a police drop-off? 

A That's correct. 

Q Picking a fellow up who was drunk and dropping him 
off to the higher power at the power station in 
Saskatoon; correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q And, in actual fact, you know now that there were 

instances where that was, indeed, the facts? 

A Well in regards to dropping someone out of town, 
it was King. 

Q In the area of the power station in Saskatoon? 

A I don't know where Constable King dropped this 

person off. 

Q Well you heard about Hatchen and Munson? 

A Oh, yes. Yes. 

Q And so that was the power station, right? 

A Yes. 

Q So did you — and were you working with Brian when 

he wrote that article? 

A I don't know if I was working with him at the time 
he wrote the article or not, I can't recall. I 
don't remember when the articles came out. 

Q Do you remember the cartoon that he drew that went 
with the article? 
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A I don't remember it specifically. 

Q Well, I guess what I'm asking at the end of the 

day is, you're working with this fellow who wrote 
this, what would sound like a weird article. Did 
you not talk with him about, hey, where did you 
get that information, or did you dream this up, or 
-- no discussion with him about it? 

A No. I didn't -- I don't know if I was working 
with him at the time. 

Q It's not something you'd talk about with your 
partner? 

A I don't know if he was my partner at the time, 
sir. 

Q Okay. But do you ever remember talking with him 
about it? 

A About all the stories? 

Q That one. 

A That one in particular, no. I don't remember the 
-- like — 

Q And you don't remember it as a topic of 

conversation amongst any of the officers, or — 

A Oh, I know -- 

Q — constables? 

A — people talked about the articles, yes. 

Q And about that one, in particular? 
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A Yes. 

Q Did it ring true to you in any sense, his article? 

A No. 

Q Okay. And again, I think you've already said, my 
learned friend from — one of the many lawyers for 
the police here, I'm not sure which one it was, 
but one of them talked to you about whether you'd 
ever participated in anything like that in your 
life? 

A That's correct. 

Q And as I understood your evidence, you never did? 

A That's right. 

Q You've never picked somebody up and unarrested 

them, after they're in custody? 

A I wouldn't say unarrested them, I've been to 

domestics before where you've separated people and 
driven them to a place that they wanted to go to, 
or whatever. 

Q Were they under arrest? 

A No, I was just removing them and helping them get 
to another place to defuse the situation. 

Q Okay. And how often has that happened with you? 

A Well it hasn't happened for a long time, I haven't 

been in patrol for a long time, so — 

Q Okay. And you can't help us with any more 
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information about the night of November 24th, as 
to anything you were doing, whether you were in 
Snowberry, nothing at all? 

A No, sir. 

MR. HALYK: Thank you. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Other questions? 

MR. PLAXTON: Mr. Commissioner, with your leave, 

prior to Mr. Hesje I would ask to be able to ask 
the constable just a couple of questions 
concerning this one last document Mr. Worme 
produced to him today. This is an occurrence 
report that we received from the Police Service 
this morning, I don't think anyone had seen it 
before today. All I would intend to do is just 
cover some brief points to put it into context as 
to what it is. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Well, I haven't seen the report so 

I don't know what it is or anything about it. 

MR. PLAXTON: I do have a copy, unfortunately 

this does have one interlineation the original did 
not have. Does anyone have a clean copy? 

THE COMMISSIONER: Have you seen this document before, 

Mr. Hesje? 

MR. HESJE: We received it this morning from 

the Saskatoon Police Service and we did, in turn. 
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circulate it to counsel. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Very well... Is this the incident in 

which a purse was stolen? 

MR. PLAXTON: No. I believe what it shows, sir, 

is on the 25th of November at 15 after midnight 
this officer and his partner took into custody a 
woman on Avenue B, and then delivered her to 
detention. That is the same time that Mr. 
Stonechild was likely at or near the Snowberry 
Downs. 

THE COMMISSIONER: That is Constable Brand did this, 

is that what you're saying? 

MR. PLAXTON: Yes. I believe that's what the 

document tells us. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Yog. intend to have this entered? 

MR. PLAXTON: Yes. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Where are we, 64 is it? P-64. 

EXHIBIT P-64: CHARGING & BOOKING FORM DATED NOVEMBER 25, 

1990 

MR. PLAXTON: Could I show the witness a copy, 

please? 

THE COMMISSIONER: Yes. 

MR. PLAXTON, further examining: 

Q Constable Brand, you've pointed out a couple of 
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time indications on this document? 
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A That's correct. 

Q Perhaps if we can just look at it, as I understand 
this is likely a standard form, charge and booking 
form from the Saskatoon Police Service? 

A That's correct. 

Q Is this a detention document? 

A Yes, it is. 

Q This would be filled out by someone other than you 
or your partner? 

A It was — the booking officer was 153. 

Q Do you know offhand who that would be? 

A I'm going to say Sergeant Sellar. Tim Sellar, I 
believe. 

Q Okay. And looking briefly at this document can 

you tell us basically what this tells us? 

A That a NG was arrested at 0015 hours, 15 minutes 
after midnight, on the 25th of November, 1990 by 
myself and Constable Sperling on warrants times 
three, for 26 of the Young Offenders Act. 

Q Okay, so this is likely a young offender, then? 

A Yes. 

Q We have three warrants, and then we've got place 

of arrest, 300 block Avenue B South? 

A Right. 

Q And then arresting officer, that's where you get 
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you and your partner, Sperling? 

A That's correct. 

Q You were 97 he was 269? 

A That's correct. 

Q Division A, does that mean -- 

A A Platoon. 

Q Okay. The rest of that document would be filled 
out by the detention personnel, as to what 
personal effects this person had? 

A Yes. 

Q Looking further at the document the time of 0015 
hours, would that be the time you arrested the 
person or delivered that person to custody? 

A Arrested the person; 0020 hours on the left column 
beside the word "Subject" is when we arrived in 
detention. 

Q Is that standard, detention would write these 

things? 

A Yes, it is. 

Q The two of you would have personally delivered 
this person to detention at that time? 

A That's correct. 

Q Beyond that, I assume you have no actual 
recollection of this arrest? 

A No. 
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MR. PLAXTON: Okay, thank you, sir. Thank you, 

Mr. Commissioner. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Other questions? No? Mr. Hesje, 

do you have any? 


MR. HESJE: 

THE COMMISSIONER: 
WITNESS: 

MR. HESJE: 


No. 

You're excused. Officer. 

Thank you. My Lord. 

The next witness is Constable Ernie 


9 Louttit. 

10 ERNIE THOMAS LOUTTIT, sworn, testifies: 

11 MR. HESJE, examination-in-chief: 

12 MR. HESJE: Constable Louttit, the Rules of 

13 Practice and Procedure established for this 

14 Inquiry provide that all witnesses must be advised 

15 that they have the protection of section 37 of The 

16 Saskatchewan Evidence Act and section 5 of the 

17 Canada Evidence Act. These statutory provisions 

18 state that testimony that may tend to criminate 

19 you, tend to establish liability to a civil 

20 proceeding, and which testimony you would not be 

21 compelled to provide at common law, shall not be 

22 used or admissible in evidence against you in a 

23 criminal trial or other criminal proceeding 

24 against you, other than the prosecution for 
perjury in the giving of evidence or for the 
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giving of contradictory evidence, and shall not be 
used or receivable in evidence against you in any 
other civil proceeding or any other proceeding 
under an act of the Legislature of Saskatchewan. 
You are hereby advised that such protection shall 
apply without you expressly invoking of such 
protection. 

Q Constable Louttit, you are a member of the 
Saskatoon Police Service? 

A Yes, sir. 

Q And when did you first join the Saskatoon Police 

Service? 

A In January of 1987. 

Q What are your current duties? 

A I'm assigned to patrol. 

Q Can you give me a brief overview of your 

assignments with the Saskatoon Police Service 
since 1987? 

A I've been a patrol constable since I started, 
without any variation. 

Q Okay. Now you have with you a series of 

notebooks, I see, have you been able to determine 
whether you were on duty on the evening of 
November 24th, 1990 and the morning of November 
25th, 1990? 
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No, I was off duty. 

Did you know Neil Stonechild? 

I knew his brother, Jake, and I knew who Neil 
Stonechild was to see him. 

You described his brother, Jake — 

Jason, I'm sorry. Jason Stonechild. 

You did know him as Jake, that's the name he went 
by? 

Yes, sir. 

But you understand his formal name is Jason? 

Yes, sir. 

Now do you recall hearing of the death of Neil 
Stonechild? 

Just the first time I heard it was that a young 
person, or a person had been found deceased in the 
north end, I believe it was in the StarPhoenix. 

It cued my interest and when I came to work I 
believe they had just established the identity. 

And then I was just curious about what had 
happened and, just as a — as a police officer, I 
wanted to know what happened, initially. 

At that time what did you hear in terms of what 
happened? 

I can't remember if I got it from the media or not 
but that the speculation was that he had died on 
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his way to the Correctional Centre, or that they 
believed that he was going to the Correctional 
Centre. That theory was about, I'm not sure if I 
read it in the media or not. 

But you were aware that his body was found in a 
field frozen? 

Yes, sir. 

Now did you — you indicated as a police officer 
you were interested, I'm not exactly sure which 
word you used; did you make any inquiries to 
determine what had happened? 

I asked around, but with most death investigations 
or when someone has died nobody really talks a 
lot, and that's good policy. 

Now did you have contact with any of the 
Stonechild family about the death? 

Yes, I was in an arcade on 20th Street. I was 
working in District 7, which is Pleasant Hill and 
encompasses some of Riversdale at the time. My 
habit was to park my patrol car and walk on 20th 
Street. I walked into this arcade on Avenue G, I 
believe it's — anyways, it's G and 20th, it's a 
defunct business now. But anyway, I met Jake. 

Jake said — I'm sorry, I should refer to him as 
Jason. But Jason said that he wanted to talk to 
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me and then he related some information to me in 
regards to the passing of his brother. 

Q To the best of your recollection did he tell you 

— or what information did he relay to you? 

A Without looking at my notebook, he indicated that 
his brother had been killed by G and DP, that he 

— basically that he'd been beaten, picked up at a 
party when he was very drunk in the north end, 
somewhere up by the 7-Eleven, and that he'd been 
beaten up and then — and dumped off. 

Q Now did you make a note of your meeting with Jason 
Stonechild? 

A Yes, I did. 

Q And you have that note with you? 

A Yes, I do. The notation is 1650 hours — 

Q Just before you start, for the benefit of counsel 

it's disclosed as document SI-51. Does your note 
indicate the date of this meeting with Jake 
Stonechild? 

A It would be back at the beginning, I believe it 
was the 7th of December, or the 5th, one or the 
other. 

Q And the time? 

A 1650, or 10 to 5:00 in the afternoon. 

Q Okay. 
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A The notation is I spoke with Jake Stonechild who 
was on a TA from Kilburn Hall, at the arcade at 
Avenue I and 20th. But that's wrong, it should 
have been Avenue G and 20th. He said D and GP had 
attended a party near the 7-Eleven in the north 
end, and I wrote the address in quotations with a 
question mark because he didn't know. And picked 
up his brother, Neil Stonechild, this was the last 
time that anybody seen — or the last time he was 
seen alive. Neil was with an unknown female, or 
unidentified female, first name starts with F, she 
witnessed Neil — or, sorry, she witnessed Neil 
get in the car, very loaded. 

Q This female was not identified other than -- 

A No, I believe Jake didn't know at the time. 

Q Now what did you do with that information that you 
received from Jason? 

A I went back to the police station, pulled the 

report from Central Records and photocopied it. 
Somewhere within the next one or two days I 
approached the Major Crimes Section and passed on 
the information that I had. 

Q Now do you have a note as to when you photocopied 
the file? 
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Q But in relation to the meeting with Jason, what's 
the time frame you put on that? 

A I'm sorry, say again? 

Q In relation to when you met with Jason, which you 
do have a record of — 

A Yes. 

Q -- how much after that was it when you photocopied 
the file? 

A It would probably have been the next day. I was 
done duty at 7 o'clock that night. It probably 
would have been the next morning. 

Q Which would make it December 5th, 1990? 

A Yes. 

Q Now, sorry, you indicated that you took that 

information to Major Crimes? 

A Yes, sir. 

Q Do you have any recollection as to who you 
provided the information to? 

A No, at that particular time I was actually quite 

pleased that the information had come forward, and 
I can't remember who I talked to in the office on 
the very first visit. 

Q Do you recall whether you were advised who was the 
investigator who was looking into the death of 
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1 

A 

Was I advised who the investigator was? 

2 

Q 

At that time, yes. 

3 

A 

At that time — 

4 

Q 

December 5. 

5 

A 

— no, I can't recall if I was advised who it was 

6 


at that time. 

7 

Q 

And you don't have a recollection today who you 

8 


passed the information on to? 

9 

A 

No, it would have been whoever was in Major Crimes 

10 


at the time. 

11 

Q 

Would you have filed a report with respect to that 

12 


information? 

13 

A 

No, I didn't file a report. 

14 

Q 

To your recollection that would have been just 

15 


verbally conveyed to someone in Major Crime? 

16 

A 

Yes, sir. 

17 

Q 

Now you've indicated you made a copy of the file. 

18 


did you review the file? 

19 

A 

Yes, I did, sir. 

20 

Q 

At that time? 

21 

A 

Yes, I did. 

22 

Q 

And did you have any concerns about the file or 

23 


issues arising as a result of your review of the 

24 


file? 

25 

A 

Yes, I had many concerns. For one, the location 
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was — the location was, in and of itself, 
questionable, where a young person would be found. 
There is no residential properties around there, 
it wasn't a main thoroughfare, his age, of course, 
had a great bearing on how I felt about it. I was 
quite concerned because there is no reason for a 
17-year-old to be in the north end, none that, as 
a reasonable person, I could conceive of, why he 
would be there. The fact that his shoe was 
missing and had not been located concerned me. 

And after reading the file over, the fact that it 
was concluded concerned me a lot. 

Do you recall when you copied the file whether 
there was a reference to the file being concluded? 
Yeah, it would have been somewhere in the 5th, 

6th, in that time period. Whenever the last entry 
is on the copy of the report that I gave to the 
RCMP . 

Constable, I'm showing you a copy of a document 
that has been marked as P-61, the first page of 
which I believe is a memo from Sergeant Zoorkan to 
the RCMP, I believe, although I didn't keep a copy 
in front of me. Attached to that is a photocopy 
of Saskatoon Police Service documents. I guess. 
I'm trying to avoid jumping around here, maybe 
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we'll have to move you forward in the sequence. 

But do you recall — did you keep a copy of that 
file that you photocopied? 

A Yes, I did. 

Q And where did you keep it? 

A Initially, when I was first trying to — initially 
when I was first -- when I first read it I kept it 
and I sort of carried it around with me in my 
clipboard that I carry on patrol. It probably 
stayed there right up till March, right after the 
StarPhoenix article came out when Mrs. Bignell was 
interviewed. 

Q And I'm going to come back to some of that detail. 
Just in terms — but go ahead. 

A And then I brought it home, I put it in my barrack 
box and — 

Q I'm sorry, you put it in where? 

A In my barrack -- I was in the army, I had a 

barrack box with a lock on it and I put it there 
and kept it. 

Q This was at home? 

A Yes. 

Q This barrack box? 

A Yes, sir. And I kept it there. 

Q All right. You put it there sometime in 1991? 
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A Yes, it would probably be around March, somewhere 
in there. 

Q And did you have occasion to look at that report 
after that time? 

A The copy that I photocopied? 

Q Yes. 

A It wasn't till 2000. I was partnered up with 

Constable Hoover at the time and he had just made 
it to the Emergency Response Team and he had been 
designated as a sniper. As I had material on 
being a sniper from when I was in the army I told 
him I would dig it up. I knew it was in my 
barrack box somewhere, sniper tables and windage 
and all that sort of thing. I went into my 
barrack box, I started going through my papers and 
the report was there. I had Jack Warner's card. 

I came upstairs with the reports, I called Jack 
right away to tell him I had it. And then I came 
into the station the following morning and turned 
it over to Sergeant Warner, or, sorry. Jack — 

I'll refer to him as Jack because I don't know 
what his rank is now, I think it's sergeant. But 
anyway. Sergeant Warner and Deputy Chief Wiks at 
the Police Service. 

Q Okay. Now when you found — had you already been 


25 



2833 Exam-in-chief E. Louttit 

by Mr. Hesje 

interviewed by members of the RCMP, by Mr. Warner 
or someone else, prior to locating the file? 

Yes, several times. 

And you were aware that, amongst other things, 
they were looking into the death of Neil 
Stonechild? 

Yes, I was. 

And when you were interviewed by them had you 
indicated to them that you had the file? 

No, I had — I had totally forgotten that I had 
it. 

Okay. Now I want you to take a look at document 
P-61 that I've put in front of you. Please take a 
moment because this is fairly important, and tell 
me if that is the entirety of what you had stored 
in your barrack box, obviously a copy of that? 

Yes, right up to the investigation report left by 
Sergeant Pfeil, or Staff Sergeant Pfeil at the 
t ime. 

Now, so included in the documents that you had in 
your barrack box is the report, I believe it's 
three pages, of Constable Lagimodiere? 

Yes, sir. 

You may want to just walk through this with me. 

Is it three? Actually, I think it might be four 



2834 Exam-in-chief E. Louttit 

by Mr. Hesje 

pages. Constable. It's four pages of mine because 


somebody has copied page 2 twice, it's three 
pages. There is then a report, it appears, from 
Sergeant Jarvis of November 29th, 1990? 

Yes, sir. 

Again, that's three pages? 

Two. His first investigation is two. 

Okay. And then there's a second report by 
Sergeant Jarvis, this one double-spaced? 

Yes, sir. 

X believe it's dated November 30th -- no, I'm 
sorry, November 29th, and that is three pages? 
Yes, sir. 

And then there's a one-page report submitted by 
Constable Middleton? 

Yes, sir. 

And that's dated November 30th? 

Yes, sir. 

And then there's a report submitted by Sergeant 
Jarvis, again double-spaced, and that is four 
pages? 

That's correct, sir. 

And then there's a handwritten statement, 
purporting to be a statement of Jason Roy, it has 
a date on it of November 30th, 1990? 
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Yes, sir. 

And that's two pages. 

That's correct. 

Then there's a statement, what purports to be a 
statement of Trent Ewart dated November 30th, 

1990, and that is one page? 

Yes, sir. 

And then there is a further report of Sergeant 
Jarvis of — again double-spaced, that's two 
pages, dated December 5th, 1990? 

That's correct, sir. 

And then finally, there is a report filed by, I 
forget his rank, I believe it was Staff Sergeant, 
at the time, Ray Pfeil? 

That's correct, sir. 

Dated — it looks like December 5th, or, sorry, 
December 2nd, possibly. It's a one-page report? 
Yes, sir. I can -- 

And that's — sorry — and that's the entirety of 
what you had copies of in your barrack box? 

Yes, sir. 

Now, and again I do apologize for jumping around a 
4-ittle bit and not walking through things in a 
more orderly fashion. But you had indicated that 
when you reviewed it there was — you were of the 



2836 


Exam-in-chief E. Louttit 
by Mr. Hesje 


view that the investigation was concluded, am I 
correct in that? 

Yes, the last line in Sergeant Jarvis's 
investigation report from the — whatever the last 
date is — it says, "Concluded at this time." 

All right. Now did you have occasion to meet with 
any of the other members of the Stonechild family 
about the death of Neil Stonechild? 

Yes. I attended to 38 Confederation Crescent — I 
think it was Crescent — at the request of Jake — 
or at the request of Jason Stonechild, to speak to 
his mother, Stella. 

And do you know when that was? 

No. It would be the day shift after I received 
the information from Jason. 

And do you have any — have you looked at your 
notes to see if you have any record of that 
meeting with Stella Bignell? 

Yes, I have, and no, I don't. 

But your recollection is it was shortly after you 
met with Jason? 

Yes. Yes, sir. 

Would you have been on duty at the time? 

Yes. 

Would it have been normal for you to make a note 



2837 


Exam-in-chief E. Louttit 
by Mr. Hesje 


of that meeting? 

Yes. But the circumstances at the time, after I'd 
given the information to Major Crimes I felt that 
-- the way to put it — they were dismissive of 
what X had said and that the impression I came 
away with was that I was meddling in things that I 
knew nothing of, or that I wasn't capable of being 
in that type of investigation at the time. My 
train of thought at the time was that I would 
serve nobody any useful purpose by being sidelined 
or disciplined for having contacts with members of 
a family that were possibly the victims of a 
homicide. So I didn't make any notes of meeting 
with Stella. I thought if I was to be disciplined 
under The Police Act for meeting with a grieving 
mother it wouldn't be in my own writing. 

Okay. Now Constable Louttit, what do you recall 
of that meeting with Stella Bignell? 

Well, Stella was, of course, grieving. Grieving 
and very upset, and she just wanted answers to 
what happened to her son. And I agreed with her. 

I felt — I felt that — I felt that she was being 
treated poorly in regards to this investigation. 
And why did you feel that way? 

Because on its face it demanded — on its face. 
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the information that was available at the time, on 
its face it demanded -- not demanded, I'm trying 
to think of a proper word here. You know, 
basically it screamed for attention, to be dealt 
with. I felt that it was wrong not to be able to 
say to her, "We have done every possible thing we 
can to find out what happened to your son. 

Without any question we have absolutely left no 
stone unturned." And to me it was not fair that 
she wouldn't have that satisfaction. 

Q Now did you form any view as to why you didn't 
think it was being investigated the way you 
thought it should be? 

A Yeah, we had conversations. I can't recall my 

exact wording. I believe I told her that if Neil 
had been a person of different social stature that 
the investigation would have been much more 
thorough and the officers involved in the 
investigation would have been more forthcoming 
with her. And it was along that vein, that was 
basically how the conversation went. 

Q Did you think that race played a role in it? 

A Race, indifference, incompetence, the adjective, I 
think, will be up to the Commissioner at the end 
of this. 
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Q Well I was asking you as to your view at the time? 

A In 1990? I felt that, yeah, race was playing an 

issue. Race or social stature, whatever type of 
discrimination you want to call it. 

Q Constable Louttit, are you of First Nations 
background? 

A Yes, I am. 

Q Has that presented any particular challenges for 
you on the police force? 

A For the most part, no. This particular incident, 

if it would have occurred again, I wouldn't be 
here, I would have either went to another police 
force or quit policing entirely. 

Q Did you find that people sometimes confided in you 
because of your First Nations heritage? 

A Yes. 

Q Was that a source of some friction or problems 
from time to time? 

A Yeah, it would — yes, it did. It caused some 

problems with some investigators and others were 
more than willing to — to take information that 
was provided to me. 

Q Now did you indicate to Mrs. Bignell that you 
would look into the matter further? 


25 


Yes, I did. 
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Q And was that your intention? 

A Yes. 

Q And what steps did you take in that regard? 

A Well I wrote down my concerns in regards to the 

investigation and what I thought hadn't been done. 
A meeting was arranged by my staff sergeant and my 
hours were changed and I met with — 

Q Sorry, I want to stop you for a moment. You say 

you wrote down your concerns, do you have a record 
of your concerns — 

A Yes, I do. 

Q — that you wrote down? 

A Yes, I do, sir. 

Q Are they in your notebook? 

A Yes, they are. 

Q Can you direct us to them, what date? 

A I just have to go back to the start of the day 

here, to find — 30th of December, 1990. 

Q Now just tell us, then -- I think, first of all, 
just read what is there and then we'll talk about 
what you meant. 

A I just — I had the date written down that Neil 

was found. I wrote the occurrence number and his 
name. And then, "Correctional Centre, 17 years" 
and a question mark. "Ball cap" and a question 
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mark. "Jason Roy and a B and E attempt," and then 
"Shoe" with a question mark. "Location of party." 
"Kenny Night and Eddie Rushton and an armed 
robbery file." 

Q And those were all matters that concerned you with 
respect to the death of Neil Stonechild? 

A Yes, sir. 

Q Now would you please walk me through it and 

elaborate on what you've — the nature of those 
concerns that you've noted? 

A The Correctional Centre, 17 years old. That made 
no sense to me whatsoever, the theory that he was 
walking to the Correctional Centre. The 
Correctional Centre doesn't accept you until 
you're 18, he'd've been in the youth system and he 
would have had no reason to go to the Correctional 
Centre. I don't think he aspired to get — I'm 
assuming now — I don't think he aspired to get to 
the Correctional Centre. Neil was in the habit of 
wearing a ball cap, I'm not sure where that 
information came from, maybe from mom. I wanted 
to know where it was or if any efforts had been 
made to find it. I wanted to know if — 

Q Just again I'm going to stop you. From the report 
that you had a copy of you were aware that there 
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was no ball cap found? 

Yes, sir. 

Or listed as part of his belongings? 

Not -- I'm sorry, what was the last part? 

You were aware that no ball cap was listed as part 
of his clothing? 

Yes, sir. 

In the report? 

Yes, sir. 

Sorry, carry on. 

Okay. Jason Roy and an attempted break and enter, 
I l m not sure where that information came from but 
I think, to the best of my recollection, mom said 
that Jason and Neil had been chased by the police. 
Or I could be wrong there. I believe that's where 
the information came from and I wanted to know if 
there was a report on it or if anybody recalled 
that. 

Constable Louttit, when you refer to mom, who are 
you — 

Oh, I'm sorry, Mrs. — sorry, Mrs. Bignell. 

All right. 

I wanted to know what efforts had been made to 
locate his shoe, the missing shoe that's been 
spoken about here. I wanted to know if any 
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efforts had been made for the location of the 
party, if that had been proved or disproved, this 
party that apparently happened in the north end. 
Kenny Night and Eddie Rushton, there was some 
information received that there had been an armed 
robbery and they were somehow involved in that and 
that they might have information in regards to 
Neil Stonechild at the time, and I wanted to know 
if that had been addressed. 

All right. So you had these concerns and you 
indicated to Mrs. Bignell that you would make some 
inquiries or look into matters; what did you do? 

I can't remember the exact sequence of events, but 
a meeting was arranged between -- or by my staff 
sergeant with Major Crimes. I believe on the 7th 
of January I met with Staff Sergeant Bolton for a 
period of a few minutes. 

Do you recall who your staff sergeant was at the 
time? 

It would have been Staff Sergeant Lieffers. 

Lieffers? 

Lieffers, yes. 

Okay, go ahead. 

My duty hours were changed. My normal duty hours 
were 7:00 p.m. till 7:00 a.m. and my duty hours 
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were changed to 1600 to zero four. And I met with 
-- I went to Major Crimes and met with Staff 
Sergeant Bolton. 

I*m sorry, again, it bothers me to interrupt, but 
I want to get as much detail as we can. When you 
say they were changed, they were changed to 
accommodate a meeting, or just a general change? 
They were changed to accommodate a meeting. 

Okay. Go ahead. 

I met with Staff Sergeant Bolton briefly and he 
indicated that I had to speak to Sergeant Jarvis. 
And what was Staff Sergeant Bolton's 
responsibilities at the time? 

I believe he was the staff sergeant in charge of 
Major Crimes at the time. 

Okay. And he directed you to Sergeant Jarvis? 

Yes, sir. 

And did you meet with Sergeant Jarvis? 

Yes, I did. 

And what do you recall of that meeting? 

We met for approximately 40 minutes point-by-point 
on what I -- the concerns I had. I found Sergeant 
Jarvis to be argumentative, to be dismissive. You 
know, when I asked — when I'd asked about certain 
things, it was — and I can't remember the exact 
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wording, but basically that the matter was in hand 
and that I should leave it alone. And I walked 
away from the meeting very frustrated and — I 
don't know how else to describe it, I came away 
frustrated and hoped for the best, I guess. He 
knew what the concerns were. 

Q Did Sergeant Jarvis give you an indication that 
there was an ongoing investigation? 

A Well, the file said "concluded to this time", so I 
don't know. 

Q Yes, but in fairness, that was on December 5th -- 

A Yes. 

Q — and this is a month later, did he give you an 
indication of what was going on at that time? 

A I can't recall if he did or not. 

Q Okay. And how is it that you know the date of 

that meeting? 

A I made a notation. 

Q And that's in your notebook as well? 

A Yes, sir. 

Q And that's — I believe we have copies of it — on 
January 7th? 

A Yes, sir. 

Q Now can you turn -- 

THE COMMISSIONER: Excuse me, Mr. Hesje, is this a 
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It's — yeah, it has just "Jarvis 125". 

Yes, but I think on review of that and based on 
the evidence that preceded, I believe that — in 
fact, if you look at page 3, it says "Submitted by 
Sergeant Morton". 

Yes, sir. 

Yes. I just wanted to clarify the record there 
because I believe I had indicated to you that 
there was three reports by Jarvis. Indeed, 
there's two by Jarvis and one by Morton that I had 
misider.tif.1 ed as being a Jarvis report. 

That's correct, sir. 

Now I want to take you back to your notes from 
January 1st, 1991. 

January 7th or January 1st? 

Sorry, January 7th, 1991. Is there — you have a 
reference there to the name -- I have a little 
trouble reading your handwriting there, is it 1600 
hours Staff Sergeant Bolton? 

Yes, sir. 

And then 1605 to 1645? 

Yes, sir. 

And Sergeant Jarvis? 

Yes, sir. 

And then there's a couple of words below that, do 
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they relate ■ 

to the same meeting or is that 

2 


unrelated? 


3 


A No, that's unrelated. 

4 

MR. 

HESJE: 

Okay. Mr. Commissioner, I'd like 

5 


to — we have circulated the photocopies of those 

6 


pages of notes that he's referring to, I would 

7 


like to have 

them marked as an exhibit. 

8 

THE 

COMMISSIONER: 

P-66? 

9 

CLERK: 

P-65, My Lord. 

10 

THE 

COMMISSIONER: 

65. 

11 

EXHIBIT P-65: COPY OF 

NOTES FROM CST. LOUTTIT'S NOTEBOOK 

12 

(DISCLOSURE SI-51) 


13 

MR. 

STEVENSON: 

Mr. Commissioner, I don't appear to 

14 


have a copy - 

of those notes. 

15 

MR. 

PLAXTON: 

Did we just get them today or — 

16 

MR. 

HESJE: 

Oh, no, I think they're a part of 

17 


the original 

disclosure, the RCMP disclosure, are 

18 


they not? 


19 

MR. 

PLAXTON: 

Oh, okay, those notes. 

20 

MR. 

STEVENSON: 

I mean I may have them in my — 

21 

MR. 

HESJE: 

Yeah, in fact, they're disclosure 

22 


SI-51. 


23 


Q MR. HESJE: 

Constable Louttit, following your 

24 


meeting then 

on January 7th, did you take — make 

25 


any more inquiries or take any more steps to 
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determine any of the circumstances surrounding the 
death of Neil Stonechild? 

A No. I know from experience that any Major Crime 
investigation requires the sole attention 
basically of the assigned investigator, and that 
any attempts at interviewing people in regards to 
someone's death is fraught with peril, basically 
that you may say the wrong thing or misinterpret 
the wrong thing if you interfere in an 
investigation of a death. So, no, I didn't, no 
direct investigation. 

Q Okay. Now when you say "no direct", was there 
some other form? 

A Just keeping in contact with Stella — or with 

Mrs. Bignell and — but when I came away from that 
meeting, I felt that — what's a good term — the 
gig was up on that particular point, where I would 
find myself in some sort of trouble if I kept 
going back. 

Q You were reluctant to go back to — 

A Yeah, because I didn't have any good answers for 
her. 

Q I'm sorry, go back to whom, are we talking — 

A To Mrs. Bignell. 

Q All right. Now I gather you're saying you had the 


25 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 


2850 Exam-in-chief E. Louttit 

by Mr. Hesje 

view that you should just likely leave it alone at 
that time? 

A Yes. I didn't think that I would be serving 
anybody if I was reassigned, say to the front 
desk, where I wasn't on the street, or to 
Communications or whatever the case may be. But 
if I was reassigned as a — and it doesn't have to 
be a direct "I'm reassigning you because of this", 
it could just be "You are assigned here" and 
that's where you go. I would have served no 
purpose doing that, in my belief, at the time. 

Q Did you feel, when you say that you could have 

been reassigned, that that would have been a form 
of discipline? 

A That's a way of taking somebody off the street if 
that's — if that was the intent of the person 
that reassigns you. 

Q Now I want to be clear on this, though, was this 
just your perception, or did somebody indicate to 
you that if you continued to look at the matter, 
you might be reassigned or disciplined in some 
manner? 

A During the conversation with Sergeant Jarvis, the 
indication was that if I continued in my course of 
action, like coming up and giving him — giving 
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information or whatever the case is, that I would 
have to deal with my staff sergeant, which is 
paramount to if you're — if anybody went to 
military, an analogy would be like being sent to 
see the regimental sergeant major, it's — nothing 
good comes of it. 

Q You felt you were being discouraged in looking 
into it further? 

A Yes, sir. 

Q Now was there any — do you recall any further 

contact with Mrs. Bignell, and you related to me 
an incident when a newspaper article came out. 

A Yes, it was in the StarPhoenix, my son was just 
born and, you know, between all the emotions and 
joy of having your son born, the StarPhoenix had 
an article in regards to Neil Stonechild. 

Q I'm showing you a — it's admittedly a photocopy 
of a StarPhoenix article and it's been marked as 
P-1 at this Inquiry. I believe it's dated March 
4th — or 3rd or 4th, 1991, is that the article 
you're referring to? 

A Yes. It was actually just before my son was born. 
Yes, and when I read the article over, some of the 
comments that were attributed to Mrs. Bignell 
where she said she was speaking with the senior 
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officer, the comments that she relayed, I believed 
that that was me that she was referring to. I 
don't know that for certainty, but at the time I 
believed it was me and I thought, oh now — now 
the axe will fall, I guess, is the best way to put 
it. I thought now I'll get called in and they'll 
say did you — you know, did you do this, did you 
do that, whatever. 

Q Take a moment and refer to that article. Can you 
identify for me the comments that you felt that 
she might have been attributing to you? 

A "It makes you wonder if Neil was the son of a 
mayor or a commissioner, police would still be 
investigating." Because I believe I said that 
in — 

Q Okay. 

A — in pretty much that term, if it had been the 
son of the mayor, that this wouldn't have been 
closed. 

Q So did you speak to Mrs. Bignell after that 
article came out? 

A Yeah, I think -- I can't remember the exact date, 
but I think I called her shortly afterwards and 
said that she was going to have to deal with the 
investigator on this one. 
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Q And did you have any further contact with her? 

A No, not till attending the Inquiry today. 

Q Now -- I'm sorry, once again I find myself jumping 
around a little and I do apologize, but when you 
met on January 7th with Sergeant Jarvis, you went 
over the list of concerns that you had. Am I 
correct that you reviewed those concerns with him? 

A Yes. 

Q Did you pass on any other information that you had 
received, such as information you received from 
Jason Stonechild? 

A I had done that shortly after receiving the 

information from Jason, but I believe I mentioned 
it at the time, but with absolute certainty I 
can't say if I did or not. 

Q Now, again, I understood you to say that you 

didn't recall who you passed it on to at the time, 
that is, back in December, or did I misunderstand 
you? 

A No, initially after receiving the information from 
Jason I don't recall. I was — you know, a good 
way of putting it, I was excited. I thought, oh, 
great, here we'll have some answers, and I just 
went up to Major Crimes and I said, hey, this is 
what I got and do with it what you will type of 







2854 


Exam-in-chief E. Louttit 
by Mr. Hesje 


thing. 

Now did you have occasion to look again at the 
file at Saskatoon Police Service? 

Yes, around '92 or '93 there had been, I guess, 
major changes in the way that files could be 
received and reviewed, but I went and got the file 
— or had the girls from Central Records pull the 
file. They brought it up. But you couldn't take 
it from the Central Records area at that point, 
like, to photocopy it. And I just went to where I 
knew the report that I had, where it ended, and I 
went there and then just opened up and seen what 
else was on the file. 

And was there new material on the file? 

Yeah, there was an investigation report that said 
that two guys had been charged with manslaughter 
or criminal negligence and that they'd been 
acquitted at trial. 

Did that make any sense to you? 

No, it didn't. The names weren't familiar to me 
and when I first saw it I thought, well, this is 
obviously a misfile on a report or a mis — yeah, 
a misfiled investigation report that just has the 
wrong occurrence number and somehow found its way 
on to the Stonechild file. 
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Q I'm sorry, you said that initially you felt that 
way? 

A Well, when I looked it made no sense. I looked at 
it and I thought this — 

Q I guess the question, though, is did you change 
your view on that, or that remained your view, 
that it was simply misfiled? 

A Have I changed my view since then? 

Q Yes. 

A I don't rightly know. You know, I just — it made 
no sense to the investigation that was on to the - 
- on to the file at the time, that these people 
had been charged, I'd heard nothing of any charges 
or any trial or anything like that in regards to 
Neil Stonechild, and I thought for sure that I 
would have been called or notified if it had been. 

Q Now this report with respect to these two people 

that had been supposedly charged, did you check if 
it was the right case number on the file — that 
report? 

A No, I don't recall specifically checking. I 
remember just seeing that and then thinking I 
better give this back. 

Q Did you look at any of the officers involved in 
that report, names — 
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I believed it was Sergeant Jarvis, but I'm — with 
one hundred per cent certainty I can't say his 
name was on the investigation report. 

Now when you reviewed the file, did you look to 
see whether there was any reference to the 
information you had provided, or any steps had 
been taken to follow up on the information you had 
provided? 

Yes, that's what I was looking for specifically 
when I pulled it again, was to see what had 
transpired since my meeting with Sergeant Jarvis. 
And did you find anything on the file that 
indicated that information — well, first of all, 
was that information even on the file? 

No. My information, no, it wasn't on the file at 
all. 

The information you received from Jason Stonechild 
and passed on to Major Crimes. 

No, it wasn't on the file, sir. 

And the concerns you raised, was there an 
indication that they had been followed up on? 

No, there was no indication. 

Now at that time was there some policy against 
photocopying files? 

Well, rightfully so, around 1991, somewhere in 
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there, '92, the system for taking — or the 
procedure for taking files from Central Records 
was changed to improve the security of the files 
and the integrity of the files, and what you had 
to do is you went to Central Records, you talked 
to one of the girls that were working there, you 
would request a specific file, there was a book 
that we filled in, and then they would get that 
for you. It had to stay at the Central Records 
counter, it wasn't to be taken apart unless there 
was somebody from Central Records there. At the 
time it was — it was a good move, in my opinion, 
because we'd been kind of loose with our security 
on files prior to 1990. 

Q I'm sorry if I missed it, but was that — you 
explained how it had to be signed out or 
something, but was there a restriction on copying 
it as well? 

A Yeah, you couldn't take the report away from the 
Central Records area and the photocopier was in 
the Central Records area. So you would have had 
to specifically ask to have it photocopied, and at 
the time the autopsy report was on there and I 
believe the pathology — or not pathology, but the 
toxicology report was on there, and it would have 
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taken a considerable amount of time to photocopy 
it. As I wasn't — or as it was the opinion at 
that time that I wasn't supposed to even be 
looking at it, I wasn't going to stick around for 
an hour photocopying it and waiting for someone to 
come by. 

Q And the autopsy report and the toxicology report, 
they don't form any part of what you copied in 
December, on or about December 5th? 

A No, sir. 

Q Now can you say with any certainty whether there 
were any additional investigative reports on the 
file? 

A That I can say with certainty that there was not. 

Q Was not? 

A Was not. 

MR. HESJE: Thank you. Constable Louttit, those 

are all the questions I have. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Cross-examination? 

MR. PLAXTON, examining: 

Q Officer Louttit, I'm Drew Plaxton for the Police 

Association. A few questions, if I might. First, 
if we can just deal with a matter concerning the 
documents. The exhibit you have, P-61, I believe, 
that's the — that would be the police report — 
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or rather the file — with a covering letter from 
Deputy Wiks to Officer Zoorkan. One particular 
document that is on that file that is of special 
interest, at least to me, is there's a handwritten 
statement about five or six pages up from the 
back. Do you have that document there, sir? 

Yes. Which statement are you referring to, Jason 
Roy? 

Yes, Jason Roy's statement. 

Yes, sir. 

Now that statement is dated the 30th of November, 
1990. Your evidence is you would have copied this 
file on or about the 5th of December, 1990? 

Yes, somewhere in there, sir, yes. 

And after that time you kept it in your 
possession, correct? 

Yes, sir. 

Okay. So there's no way this report got on that 
file after you'd made that photocopy? 

No. 

Okay. And that this is — and everything you had 
in your footlocker — or your barracks box — was 
handed over by yourself to Deputy Wiks? 

Yes, sir. 

Okay. The file when you looked at it again, and 
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when was it — did you look at it more than one 
time after that? 

A Yeah, I believe I used it to make my — notations 
of my concerns. 

Q Okay. And when you looked at it that last time, 
which I think was what, '91? 

A Oh, you mean — yeah, sorry, go ahead. 

Q Yeah, give or take. The original materials you 
saw were still there? 

A Yes. I'm sorry, yes. 

Q Okay. Plus the autopsy materials and some other 
materials? 

A Yes, sir. 

Q And an apparent misfile, right? 

A I believed it was a misfile, yes. 

Q Okay. Now dealing with your experience in the 

community, if you will, from what we're hearing, I 
think, you were likely quite close to a number of 
the families in the First Nations community in 
Saskatoon? This is what we've heard, I think, and 
I think that's a fair statement? 

A Yes, that's a fair statement, sir. 

Q Okay. And there were problems with some of the 

families, I think, around that period of time, the 
names like M pops up, Cs, T, that sort of thing? 
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Yes, I dealt with most of them. 

Basically, without going into great detail, but 
what were the basic troubles at that point? This 
is during what, the late 1980s? 

Yes, yes. Drugs, weapons, prostitution. 

Okay. Were weapons a big part of that? 

Yes, I had — during that period in about 1990- 
'91, I had seized, yeah, quite a few weapons, 
sawed-off shotguns, sawed-off .22s and the like. 
Okay. And you were more familiar with Jake or 
Jason? 

Yes. 

Now Neil, did you know what circles Neil was 
travelling in during that period? 

No, just from the information that was provided. 
Okay. And from what you knew of the family, it 
seemed that Neil was a kid in need of some help at 
that point as well, would that be accurate? 

I would say — 

I don't know if "help" is the right word, he was a 
kid in trouble, is that what you knew about Neil, 
or did you know that much about Neil at all? 

Not that much about Neil, no, that he was involved 
in break and enters, but that was, I suppose, the 
extent of my knowledge, but I didn't know what 
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other activities he was up to, and he — as a 
police officer, I didn't directly deal with him. 
Okay. Now the conversation you had with Jason, 
when you were speaking with him, did it seem he 
was relating to you something he, himself, had 
seen, or something that someone else had related 
to him, in turn, do you know? 

My impression was that he had received that 
information and that he was passing it on to me. 
Okay. He didn't actually say that, I assume? 

I'm sorry, say it again? 

Did he actually say, "I heard from someone that" 
or that's just the impression you got the way he 
phrased things? 

That was the impression I had, I didn't ask him 
where he'd got the information from. 

Okay. And I assume often time when you're dealing 
with people on the street or people who may be 
concerned about things, you don't ask too far, 
they'll volunteer as much as they feel comfortable 
with? 

Yes, that's — that's accurate. A lot of people 
will give information that will point you in the 
right direction as a police officer in 
apprehending somebody so that they're independent 
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of the information that they provided. I don't 
know if I'm terming that right. 

Yeah, I think it's "I'll turn you in the right 
direction, forget who turned you there and you go 
find out?" 

Exactly, yes. 

Okay. Now you heard, I believe, a number of 
rumours as to what may have occurred to Neil, one 
was the information you got from Jason that day at 
the arcade. What — other rumours, what did you 
hear? 

That was the consistent one, that the Ps had had - 
- G and D — had had an altercation or had an 
ongoing dispute with Neil. 

Okay. And I think it's, you know, leaving a 
party, into a car and that's the last anyone saw 
of him, right? 

Yes, sir. 

Okay. Now of all the rumours you heard, there 
were no rumours at that point in time about police 
officers being involved? 

No, there was none. 

Okay. And you'd kept up fairly close contact, 
first with Neil's mom and her family, and other 
people in the community? 
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I'm sorry, up to the present time, you mean? 

Well, no, for a period of time after Neil died it 
sounds like you did keep fairly close contact with 
the family? 

Yes. 

And people in the community and involved with Neil 
and whatnot? 

Yes. 

Okay. Did you keep getting rumours or did they 
seem to peter out after a while? 

They basically petered out on their own accord. 

Now the Inquiry today is concerned with a number 
of things, one, of course, is trying to determine, 
if possible, what happened to Neil back in 1990; 
also, other matters related to that. Now you're 
in a unique position, you're a member of two 
different communities, I mean it's — I think one 
has to acknowledge that the Saskatoon Police 
Service is a predominantly white organization, is 
that accurate? 

Present day or 1990? 

1990, especially. 

1990, that's accurate. 

Yes. Things are becoming much better now? 

In terms of our structure, yes. 
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Q Okay. And I assume, you know, you're part, 

obviously, of the First Nations community and the 
police community, and from what we hear, you're 
well respected in both communities. One question 
that does come up is you were obviously concerned 
back then as to how it was handled, the 
investigation and so forth, and you may harbour 
concerns today. Can you think, and I'm not 
putting you on the spot, but can you give us your 
own views as to how you think things could be 
handled better or what could be done to improve? 

A Are we talking specifically with the death of Neil 
Stonechild? 

Q Or generally, I think, may assist us as well, 

whatever you're most comfortable with. I'm not 
trying to put you on a spot. 

A Well, specifically with the death of Neil 

Stonechild, the proper — in my opinion of what 
the proper thing to do at that time would, of 
course, been to have an investigator come to the 
scene and a more intensive search for that shoe, 
an interview of the people named as persons 
possibly involved in the death of Neil Stonechild. 
Crime Stoppers would have been an easy way to go, 
to do a Crime Stoppers segment to prompt the 
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memory of people that might not realize what they 
had seen. All those things could have been done 
and in very short order with very little effort, 
and they weren't, and that's — and that was my 
concern. 

As far as the Police Service goes 
right now, it's a good organization, there's a lot 
of good people and a lot of stuff that is 
happening now, deaths and — that are all being 
followed up on. I don't have no -- I have no 
concerns on the way things are being investigated 
now in the present 2003 Saskatoon Police Service. 

Q I'm sorry, continue, I didn't mean to cut you off. 

A And I'd earlier testified that if it hadn't 

improved and if I dealt with another situation as 
that is — as the investigation in my opinion was, 
the death of Neil Stonechild, I wouldn't be here, 

I would have — I would have either went to 
another agency or I would have quit. 

Q Okay. Now when it comes to information, I assume, 
in the community, and I speak now in the First 
Nations community, a lot of people trust you, 
trust your judgment, is it sometimes difficult for 
information to flow both ways with people? I'm 
not speaking of yourself specifically, you have a 
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distinct advantage, but with police generally, is 
there any difficulties you can see or any way to 
assist that? 

I'm not sure if I understand your question, but 
I'll give it a shot here. 

Okay. 

Absolutely the communication could be better. I 
think if people in general, and I'll say First 
Nations people who I deal with the most — what's 
a good way to put it? 

Take your time. 

Took the attitude that we are the police, neither 
your friend nor your enemy, and that our interest 
is basically the same as the interest of the First 
Nation community, that people be free of crime and 
criminals. That's all — I think that's all it 
would take is actually — and I know it's a 
simplistic view, but that's basically it is. As 
First Nations people we shouldn't tolerate crime 
in our community, nor should we tolerate 
criminals. And as police, if we're seen as the 
people that can address criminals, neither -- like 
I said, neither your enemy nor your friend, a 
neutral party that deals with criminals that 
rights the wrongs that are done by criminals, we'd 
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be a lot better off for it. 

Q Okay. And looking at it now, you're obviously an 
officer with a fair number of more years 
experience as to how to handle things and so 
forth. Can you think of any — well, means, I 
mean obviously one of the reasons, I assume, you 
became a police officer is to do what you can to 
ensure everyone is treated fairly, with dignity, 
regardless of background. The Association, of 
course, you know, backs that as a desirable 
quality in everyone. Can you think of anything 
now that could assist in the Police Service or 
individual officers being able to project to 
various communities, whether it be First Nations 
or otherwise, the neutrality that you've portrayed 
here, "we're here to help, but we're not them, 
we're not with you and we're not against you", 
can you think of any specific things, or is it 
just generally we need to keep working at it? 

A I have to think for one second on that one. 

Q Yes, take your time, please do. And if you don't 

feel comfortable answering the question, just let 
me know and that's fine, too. 

A Yeah, I think I'll pass on making a sweeping 
judgment there. 
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Q Okay. Now if you don't feel comfortable, you 

know, please address it in whatever fashion you do 
feel comfortable, whether it's through the Union 
or through management, whatever. Thank you very 
much. Officer. 

THE COMMISSIONER: I'm not sure what your answer would 

have been if you'd been asked if you were the 
Chief of Police and what you would do to change 
it. 

THE WITNESS: Well, I think I'd pass on that one 

too. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Pass on that one too? 

THE WITNESS: No, I would talk more there. 

MR. FOX, examining: 

Q Constable Louttit, my name's Aaron Fox. I'm the 
lawyer for Larry Hartwig. There's a few things I 
want to run through with you. Just going back to 
1990, you were on Patrol; those were your duties 
throughout the late '80s and into the '90s and up 
to the present time, and first of all I understand 
you know Constable Hartwig; obviously you've 
served as a member with him? 

A I've never served on active duty with him. I went 
through Police College with Constable Hartwig. 

Q Yeah, you've both been with the Saskatoon Police 
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Service since you went through Police College 
together; never been partnered up as such? 

A That's right. 

Q Okay. Just talking about sort of on patrol 

duties, going back to 1990, there would be, I'm 
assuming, numerous occasions when you would be 
called out to a residence or to a business to 
remove someone who is not wanted there for one — 
whatever reason or another? 

A Yes, sir. Yes. 

Q And that could be because they're noisy or 

disruptive, or drunk, or just an unwelcome guest, 
that sort of thing? 

A Yes. 

Q And sometimes, I'm assuming, when you are 

dispatched in those circumstances, sometimes you 
would be given the specific name of the individual 
who's to be removed, and sometimes it would be 
just that there's someone there to be removed; 
would that be fair to say as well? 

A That's correct, yes, sir. 

Q From your perspective as a police officer 

dispatched in those circumstances, I take it you'd 
prefer to have as much information as possible as 
to who the person is that you're going to be 
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dealing with when you get there? 

A Yes, sir, if I — if it's a call, like an example 
would be complainant wants her husband removed, 
and it has the name of the complainant, but it 
doesn't have the name of the husband, we will call 
and ask for it, yeah, do you have the name; you 
know, she must know her husband's name. 

Q Right. 

A Yes. 

Q So anyways, then in those circumstances as well, 

might you also want to then try and get some 
information about the person? So, for example, 
let's say if you were asked to remove Tom Brown 
from a residence because he's drunk and unruly, 
but you want to know something about them, in 
other words does the person have a record, are 
there any warrants for their arrest, have — they 
have a record that suggests they might be violent, 
those sorts of things? 

A Yeah, I -- I have an opinion that you would be 
remiss in your duties if you had a five minute 
drive to a call and you weren't running the person 
that was named in the call, so that whatever case, 
if he was wanted when you got there, you could 
immediately take him into custody, or if he was on 
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bail not to drink, so you would be able to have 
that avenue of dealing with him. But, yes, even 
when we're driving 70 miles an hour to a crime in 
progress, the passenger, when you're partnered up, 
is trying to run the person so you have as much 
information as possible before you get there. 

Q Sure. And when you run that information — when 
you say "run that", that would be through the 
CPIC? 

A Yes, 1990 would have been the mobile data 

terminals. Now we have the mobile work station. 

Q So the MDT or mobile data terminal is a bit of a 
computer that would have been in your car at that 
time? 

A Yes. 

Q And you would put in the name of the person who 

you wanted to check, and whatever information you 
could in terms of date of birth, if you had one, 
and then you'd get a printout back? 

A Yes, you would — sorry, you would receive 
information back if there was a hit. 

Q Okay. And in terms of accessing that information, 

would you ever put in the name of an individual 
and an approximate age, if you didn't have a date 
of birth? 
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A Yes, that would be the normal course. And there's 
times, from the content of the call, the dispatch 
that's on your computer, that you can approximate 
his age without any other knowledge of what his 
age is. Say, you know, given the circumstance 
playing loud music and you have the name of the 
guy, you would assume he's between 20 and 30 and 
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Q Right. 

A — just enter it like that, and the computer -- or 
the computer, the CPIC goes 10 years up, 10 years 
down, if you have anything close to it. 

Q Okay. Now, in this case, for example, if someone 
was running the name Neil Stonechild, they could 
enter that name. The most sort of precise 
information would come back in terms of this is 
clearly who you're dealing with, if you could 
enter a date of birth. But if you didn't have a 
date of birth, but you could put in an approximate 
age, say age 18, you would then get back whatever 
information there is on Neil Stonechild on the 
system who is 18 years of age, or thereabouts? 

A You should receive your information back, yes. 

Q Okay. And obviously if you had the date of birth, 

or had the person with you, or gained that 
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information somehow, you would provide the date of 
birth if you had that information? 

A Yeah, it makes more — for a more accurate return, 
and you won't get people from Quebec and Manitoba. 

Q Right. I'm assuming there are situations when you 
would arrive at say a call to have someone 
removed, or an unwanted guest when the person is 
no longer there? 

A Yes. Yes. 

Q And would I be fair to say that that — that 
happens fairly frequently? 

A Yes, your arrival time — or from time to dispatch 
to time you arrive is directly proportionate on 
how -- how likely you are to deal with the person 
named in the call. 

Q Okay. And I suppose fair to say that if the 
person who was to be removed is aware, for 
example, that police have been called, probably a 
better chance that they're going to vacate or get 
out of there before the police actually arrive? 

A Yeah, that would be fair to say. It — a lot of 
people, in a lot of circumstances say, "Well, you 
better go" -- I'll just say John -- "You better go 
now, John. I've called the cops." And of course 
they take to foot and you get there and he's. 
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well, he left. 

Now, if the person's left, get there and the 
person's gone, might you still sort of keep your 
eyes open, for example, to see if the person is in 
the area? 

My policy is I don't like to return to the same 
call twice so, yes, I would check the area. 

Okay. And if you saw someone who perhaps matched 
the description, or might match the description, 
you'd make inquiries to see if this is the person 
that you're looking for? 

Yes, sir. 

And I suppose how hard you would look for the 
person, or how long you'd look for the person, or 
the nature of the inquiries, would depend on the 
nature of the call as well? 

Yes, that's a fair statement. 

If, for example, the suggestion was that this 
person had committed a very serious assault or 
something like that, well then obviously the 
investigation or the search would be more intense 
and probably call in other help and carried on for 
a longer period of time? 

Yes, sir. 

If it was a drunk who wasn't wanted, and by the 
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time you got there the drunk had left, maybe you 
wouldn't search quite as long? 

A I probably wouldn't, no. 

Q In terms of when you make inquiries of people, say 
whether they're arrested or questioning them, that 
sort of thing, is there any significance attached 
to tattoos that they might have? 

A They help a lot if you — if a person is lying 
about their identity, then I often ask this 
question, "Do you have any tattoos?" My usual 
sequence to establishing identity is I'll ask the 
person their name. If I figure they lied to me, I 
ask them have they had any involvement with the 
police, because local records will show if they 
had. Then — then I'll ask them about tattoos, 
and so on and so forth until I've established the 
identity of the person I'm speaking to. 

Q Within the police recording of information, are 
tattoos recorded? 

A Yes, they're — they're recorded on our SIMS 

network, the local police records, and as well on 
CPIC tattoos are listed. 

Q Okay, and again that's just another aid to try and 
assist in being able to, you know, correctly 
identify someone? 
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A That's right. 

Q So, for example, if you had someone who stated 
that their name was Tom Brown, didn't have any 
identification but said they were Tom Brown, and 
you saw that they had a tattoo on their hand, for 
example, with the initials A.P., might raise some 
suspicions that this isn't Tom Brown that you're 
speaking to? 

A I certainly hope so, yes. 

Q I want to go back now just to November and 

December of 1990. You indicated, based on your 
notes, that the conversation you had with Jake — 
and I'll refer to him as Jake just because we've 
had two Jasons referred to here; Jason Roy and 
then Jason Stonechild, and you, as I understand, 
know Jason Stonechild as Jake; that's how you 
would normally address him? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay, so I'll refer to him as Jake then. The 

conversation you had with Jake took place about 
December -- or took place on December 4th, 1990? 

A Yeah, I believe that was the date. 

Q And obviously you've made the notes that you have 
referred to. Do you know if, prior to December 
, 1990, you had had any conversation with any 
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other members of Neil's family, prior to speaking 


to Jake on that occasion? 

In regards to the death of Neil Stonechild? 

Death of Neil, or what may have happened to him 
that night. 

No, I didn't have any information like that. 

Okay. And I take it it's the conversation with 
Jake that would have caused you to — this looked 
like relevant information, it appeared as though 
it might be relevant to what happened to Jake, and 
caused you to then get a copy of the police report 
that you did obtain, and then make the further 
inquiries? 

Yes, sir. 

You indicated that you remembered — you thought 
you spoke to Mrs. Bignell, and would that have 
been in December of 1990 then when you first spoke 
to her? 

The initial time, yes. 

And this would have been after having spoke to 
Jake? 

Yes. 

Okay. I've — we've — you recall being 
interviewed by the police, and I think you 
indicated — or by the RCMP, indicated you've been 
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interviewed a couple times with them and so on. 
There was a reference, and this was, I'm — for 
the benefit of counsel, there's a reference in the 
notes from a meeting that you had with the RCMP on 
March 3rd of 2000. Does that sound about the time 
that you would have first spoke with them? 

A Yes, it would have been somewhere in there. 

Q Okay. There's a reference, as I read the notes, 
and they didn't actually — we don't have the 
benefit of an actual statement that you gave, in 
the sense that they didn't record anything, but 
they made notes of what the conversation was. And 
there's an indication that Mrs. Bignell had told 
you shortly after Neil's death that — that Neil 
had been involved in a vehicle theft with GP and 
RL, and there was some animosity developing. Do 
you recall if that was information that you 
received from Mrs. Bignell, or did that come from 
a different source? 

A No, I believe that came from Mrs. Bignell. And I 
believe that was the first time that I'd heard 
RL's name mentioned in regards to Neil's. 

Q Okay. Would this — this would have been a 

conversation then likely in December of 1990? 

A I would, in fairness, yes, I'd have to say it 
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would have been December, shortly after I began 
meeting with Mrs. Bignell. 

Q Okay. So shortly after the meeting, initial 
meeting with Jake? 

A Yes. 

Q And then there's some reference to KT having 

dropped Neil off. That's referred to in the 
statement that your -- the discussions you had 
with the RCMP. Do you remember where you received 
that information from? First of all I'll ask you, 
do you remember the name KT being mentioned to you 
somewhere along the way? 

A Yeah, DP, GP, RL, KT, KK, Eddie Rushton, but all 
those names came up at one — at one point or 
another. 

Q And the one I was just referring to, because it — 
as I've got it in the notes, and I'll just — I'm 
just reading from the RCMP notes, so I'm not sure 
what this is, but it indicated — you had 
indicated there had been a rumour that Stonechild, 
and that would be referring to Neil, had been 
dropped off at the location where he was found by 
a KT. And I'm just wondering if you recall where 
you received that information from? 

A No, I don't. 
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Whether that came from Mrs. Bignell or someplace 
else, I take it you have no recollection at this 
time? 

No, I don't. 

KT, was that a name that you would have recognized 
in 1990? 

I recognized all the names that were provided 
there. 

Okay. And then you spoke with Jason, or Jake, on 
December 4th, 1990, and Jake seemed to be giving 
you — and I think you've already indicated this 
— appeared to be information Jake got from 
somebody else, not something that he had personal 
knowledge of? 

That was my impression, yes. 

Okay. But it did seem to be fairly precise 
information about, you know, a specific event; in 
other words the specific names, D and GP 
mentioned, a party at a 7-Eleven at the north end, 
Neil being loaded, being with an unknown female 
whose name started with "F", and she witnessed 
Neil getting in a car and was very loaded. So the 
information was of a fairly -- fairly precise 
nature, would you agree? 
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it was quite 


yeah 


was happy to receive 
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it. 

Okay. There's reference there to a party near a 
7-Eleven in the north end. Do you remember what 
7-Eleven was being referred to? 

The only one I knew about at that point is just up 
by Assiniboine Drive, I believe, off Warman Road. 
There's some apartments in the back there. 

Okay. And that was the 7-Eleven — I'm -- 
I just inferred that that was the one, but — 

That was the 7-Eleven you assumed he was referring 
to? 

Yes. Yes, sir. 

The reference to the 7-Eleven would have come from 
Jake then? 

Yes. 

Okay. At that point in time did you have any idea 
who the unknown female was whose first name 
started with "F" -- 
No. 

— did you have any thoughts at that time who that 
might be? 

No, I didn't. 

Okay. And that information was fairly consistent 
with sort of other rumours you were hearing on the 
street, that somehow Neil had got involved in some 
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sort of altercation with the Ps, which resulted in 
him being driven to the north end? 

A Yes, that would be consistent with what I was 
receiving. 

Q Okay. There was — we've heard evidence from 
Constable Brand, and you may have heard that 
evidence, about information he recorded in his 
notes on November 30th at about sometime after 
7:00 p.m. on that evening, information about 
Neil's death, and I'm just going to ask if this is 
somewhat consistent with sort of the information 
either you received from Jake or were hearing on 
the street. His notes read that — that this 
informant believed Neil had been murdered, stated 
that Neil and Eddie Rushton had done some — a B 
and E, or B and Es, they had a good score on some 
guns, hand and rifle. They tried to sell them to 
G and E and DP. The price was too low. There was 
a big fight. Stonechild, I think beaten up by Ps. 
Threatened. Approximately two weeks later found 
dead. One week before they found Stonechild 
stated a — that Neil had stated a concern to this 
informant about his safety regarding threats 
against himself. 

A Yeah, my — my information wasn't that specific. 
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but that was — or Constable Brand's information 
there that he received, that's pretty consistent 
with what I was hearing. 

With what you were hearing. And then when we 
looked at the police report that you had copied, 
and that's P-61, and I'm not sure if you've got 
that in front of you still. 

Yes, I do. 

Okay. Just looking at P-61 and going through the 
reports, certainly there's reference there to 
Sergeant Jarvis, or whoever was drafting these 
reports, having some information that the Ps may 
have been involved in the death of Neil 
Stonechild? 

Yes, towards the — the end of Sergeant Jarvis's 
narrative on his last investigation report that — 
before I photocopied it, he indicates that several 
Crime Stoppers stips — sorry. Crime Stoppers tips 
had been received, and I don't know if you guys 
want to — or sorry, if you want to read — 

No. 

— what that is. 

Yeah, maybe I'll just for reference, and I see the 
page you're referring to, but several Crime 
Stoppers tips were received at the station that 
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the deceased was beaten up by G and DP and taken 
up to the north end and left there. This is 
believed to be info as a result of the deceased 
and Eddie Rushton being witnesses in a court case 
against GP. That's again somewhat consistent with 
the information that you were hearing on the 
street? 

A Yes. 

Q And then when we looked at the last report on the 
file, is the report of retired Staff Sergeant 
Pfeil, and that refers to information that he 
received from Diana Fraser; that's the very last— 

A Yes. 

Q — of the reports? 

A Yes. 

Q And again, he's indicating that he received some 

information that he was at a party with the Ps, P, 
and now a KM is mentioned as having assaulted 
Stonechild about a month ago. They almost killed 
him. There was bad feelings. Indicated they were 
responsible for assaulting — D and GP responsible 
for assaulting Stonechild at the location he was 
found on 57th Street, had some of his clothing 
taken, left to die. This information is supposed 
to have come from a girlfriend of one of the P 
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boys, and was at her request that the informant 
call the police. Again, consistent with what Jake 
told you, and certainly consistent as well with 
what you were hearing on the street? 

Yes. 

In your -- in your interview that was with Mr. 
Hesje, and we got a copy of a summary of your 
interview with him, there's reference that Mrs. 
Bignell had been aware of some attempted break and 
enter by Jason Roy and KK the night Neil 
disappeared. Do you have — do you recall if you 
did receive that information from Mrs. Bignell? 

I believe I did. I took -- I actually took that 
report. I took the actual occurrence. 

Okay. 

But I never connected the two until this past 
month. 

Okay. So was that there was a report, or an 
occurrence report that KK and Jason Roy had been 
involved in a break and enter? 

It was — 

Look at your notes, because maybe it is referenced 
there. It looks like it would have been around 
December 30th, I think is when it was. Constable. 


December 30th? December or November? The B and E 
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that I took on the 27th of November, 1990, I was 
on night shift, was at a Jody Fiddler, at 3855 
Fairlight Drive, and no phone, had been broken 
into; that a M, 16 years of age, who had just 
gotten off of Kilburn would rip off — or just 
gotten out of Kilburn would rip off anyone, had 
broke in through the basement window. She wasn't 
absolutely sure that that was the person 
responsible. 

Q Okay. So not sure whether that related in any way 
to Neil or Jason Roy or whatever then? 

A No, I'm not. 

Q Okay. In your notes. I'll just — this was, I 

think, the page I was referring to, this reference 
here, and I'm not sure — in the four pages of 
notes that were marked as an exhibit, Mr. 
Commissioner, I'm referring to the one page, it 
has 30/12/90 marked on it. There's actually two 
pages with that. One is where he lists — where 
Constable Louttit has listed the items you want to 
talk about. It's the other one that's marked with 
that same date, and I was just wondering what that 
was referring to. 

A Well, that was information received on turnout or 
parade. I think other officers have testified 


25 




1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 


2888 Exam E. Louttit 

by Mr. Fox 

what that is. It's basically like a rollcall that 
you see in the movies. 

Q Right. 

A Where we receive information in regards to wanted 
subjects, and that was from parade, because this 
is the first notation after coming to duty. So it 
was — the information basically was that there 
was an attempted break and enter, the suspects 
fled, the police had given chase in the Fairlight 
area, and the suspects were believed to be KK, 
Jason Roy and I believe that's ES, but 13 years 
later I can't read my writing. 

Q Okay. Okay, would that have been information that 
would have been given out on the parade then, on 
December 30th of 1990? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. And do you know when that break and enter 
was supposed to have occurred that's referred to 
in your notes on that date? Would that be 
something that's fairly recent then? 

A You mean in regards to — it was right on parade? 

Q Yes. 

A I can't remember the specifics of it, when the 

attempted B and E, or whatever, had occurred. 

Q Okay. 


25 



2889 Exam E. Louttit 

by Mr. Fox 

It was just read out on parade that we were to be 


on lookout for these guys. 

Okay. So would you generally be talking about 
there something that had occurred a month earlier, 
or would it be more likely be talking about 
something that perhaps had occurred within the few 
days prior to December 30th, 1990, or can you say? 
Yeah, this — if the information was received on 
the 30th of December and read on parade, it would 
be a recent event. There's so much information 
that comes to parade that an attempted break and 
enter from months prior wouldn't have — wouldn't 
have been on parade. 

So it's more likely talking about something that 
happened a few days — within a few days of 
December 30th, 1990? 

Yes, sir. 

And I'm not sure then, going back to my earlier 
question, if the information you had received 
about Jason Roy and KK being involved in a break 
and enter, if that was then received from Mrs. 
Bignell, or do you recall? 

I believe that was received from Mrs. Bignell. 

And would that have been in December of 1990 that 
you would have received that information from her? 
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A Yes. 

Q Okay. And I am assuming, looking again at your 
notes, that would in part be why the name KK 
appears on the list of items that you wanted to 
speak to the Major Crimes people about when you 
had your meeting on January — or on December 
30th, 1990? 

A On January 7th, yes, sir. 

Q On January 7th, 1990 [sic]? 

A Yes, sir. 

Q Is that why the name KK appears there? 

A Yes. 

Q You mentioned that you spoke with Mrs. Bignell in 
December 1990, shortly after you spoke with Jake. 
Do you know if you just met with her the one time 
or if you met with her more than once? 

A More than once. 

Q Okay. And did that — would that have continued 
after meeting that took place on January 7th, 

1991, or would that have been the last time you 
spoke to her until the StarPhoenix article came 
out? 

A I believe I met once after I met with — met with 
Mrs. Bignell once after Jarvis. It was — it was 
an awkward meeting because there was things that I 
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couldn't tell her. 

Q Okay. So you — put you in a bit of an 
uncomfortable position then? 

A I felt uncomfortable, yes. 

Q Okay. Just, Mr. Plaxton asked you some questions 
about your dealings on Patrol, and I think you 
described that from time to time people did give 
information to you, not because they wanted to be 
a witness or particularly wanted to be involved, 
but just giving you information to point you in a 
direction that might result in an apprehension of 
somebody who had committed an offence? 

A That's correct, yes. 

Q And — and we've heard from a number of people in 
terms of the faith and confidence they had in you 
throughout that period of time, and I'm sure 
that's something that you as a police officer 
working Patrol were interested in cultivating and 
trying to have faith — create that faith and 
confidence that people would speak to you? 

A Yes, correct. 

Q During this time period, 1990, 1991, did you 

receive any information during that time. 

Constable Louttit, that Neil Stonechild was in the 
back of a city police car on the night that he 
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1 disappeared? 

2 A No, not at all. And if I had received that 

3 information, I wouldn't have quit after -- or I 

4 wouldn't have stopped on this after I was speaking 

5 with Sergeant Jarvis; I would have went to 

6 somebody else. I have no problem arresting a 

7 police officer that — that's taken part in a 

8 crime. 

9 Q Okay. So if information had come to you that 

10 Jason Roy had seen Neil Stonechild in the back of 

11 a police car the night he disappeared, bloody and 

12 screaming that "They're going to kill me," that 

13 isn't information you'd have just sat on; you'd 

14 have done something with that information? 

15 A Absolutely. 

16 Q And I think you've indicated no information like 

17 that was received by you? 

18 A No, and if — I say if it had, this would have had 

19 — this whole thing would have had a totally 

20 different complexion. 

21 MR. FOX: Thank you. Those are all the 

22 questions I have. Thank you. Constable. 

23 THE COMMISSIONER: Other questions? 

24 MR. WATSON, examining: 

25 Q Good afternoon. Just picking up on that last 
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point. You, if you had had any information that 
police officers were involved in this, you, if you 
didn't get satisfaction from the Saskatoon City 
Police, you would have gone to the RCMP, or you 
would have gone somewhere until you got attention, 
is that correct? 

A Absolutely. 

Q Now, you mentioned all of the names that were — 
that you heard that may be people involved in 
this, the Ts, Ps, Rushton, K. All of those names 
were names that you recognized? 

A Yes, that's correct, sir. 

Q Because you've been on Patrol basically your whole 
police career, correct? 

A Yes, in pretty much the same area. 

Q And as a matter of fact I understand you have a 
very good memory with respect to events; you 
attend court cases and you can — you have 
basically a running knowledge of who's on 
probation, who will have a no booze, no bars 
clause, and you watch for that type of thing? 

A Yes, I do. 

Q And the people in the community know that about 

you; they know that you know what's — you have a 
good pulse on what's going on in the area? 
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A I — I believe so, yes. 

Q Now were these names that you heard, were those — 
those names that you knew from your experience had 
been involved in criminal activity? 

A Yes. 

Q Did you feel that those were names that should be 

investigated to see if they did have something to 
do with Neil? 

A Yes. 

Q Now, one name that was mentioned here at this 

Inquiry that I don't believe necessarily was in 
the documents we have received, but M brothers, do 
you have any knowledge of any M brothers being 
around in 1990? 

A Yeah, just through, sort of through — just a — 

to put it in the right perspective, at the time, 
in 1990, there was several families vying for a 
large portion of the drug trade and control the 
prostitutes in Riversdale and Pleasant Hill. 

Among those families were the Ps, the McDs. The 
Ms were peripheral; they were usually associated 
to one group or the other at the time. There was 
the Cs. The Ts were at the, I think at the tail 
end of that power struggle; they were done. The 
Ms, I dealt with several of the M boys, if you 
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want to call them that; M men are the menfolk, for 


different offences. In 1990 there was a 
considerable amount of violence on the street that 
was going unreported, that I was hearing about but 
not — never receiving an actual complaint that 
you could act upon in that perfect world sense. 

So some of the violence that was taking place 
between some of the factions, they wouldn't — 
neither side would phone the police of? 

No. No, and what was happening is, it was almost 
peripheral. You were picking them off on drugs, 
on weapons charges, on bail violations, on no 
contacts, but you weren't getting them for the 
main substance of what they were up to. And 
nobody was willing to come forward. 

And in these disputes, wars, and I -- the term 
"gang" wasn't used at that time, is that fair to 
say? 

No, it wasn't. 

More families and factions? 

Yeah, I would — I would describe it as factional 
fighting. 

But certainly violence did take place between 
those two, between the various factions, and 
people would be seriously injured at times? 





1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 


MR. 

THE 

MR. 


THE 


MR. 

THE 

MR. 


2896 Exam E. Louttit 

by Mr. Watson 

A Yes, and — yes. Stabbings, et cetera. 

Q And that's, in particular, why you thought at the 
time those people should have been spoken to about 
Neil's death? 

A Yes. 

WATSON: Thank you, sir, 

COMMISSIONER: Other questions? 

STEVENSON: Mr. Commissioner, I will have a 

number of questions. I see that it's close to 5 
o'clock. I don't know when you intend to adjourn. 
One of my questions would be whether I would go 
prior to Mr. Worme or Mr. Halyk. Given the nature 
of the comments that have been made by this 
witness I should have, in fact, the last 
opportunity. 

COMMISSIONER: Well, you have a wonderful 

opportunity to canvass that with your colleagues. 

Is there anyone else who has a few questions 
perhaps that they might ask to shorten the 
Constable's — 

ROSSMANN: I have a few. 

COMMISSIONER: Yes. 

ROSSMANN, examining: 
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Q 


Constable, you testified about your meeting with 
Sergeant Jarvis and your feeling that something 
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might happen if you didn't butt out, and those are 
my words, not yours. Did you ever get told that, 
or were you ever told that by anybody from 
management, and I'm talking about the Inspectors 
or the Superintendents or the Chiefs or Deputies? 

A No. Was I told specifically by anybody above the 
rank of Sergeant? No. 

Q And I take it that being junior on the force, you 
weren't comfortable with going above a higher rank 
at that point in time? 

A No. No, I wasn't. It — I don't think it would 

have accomplished much to do that, and that was my 
opinion at the time. And I was an ex-Army guy as 
well, so that's one of those cardinal sins, going 
above the rank that you're dealing with. 

Q I take it though, and maybe it's from the tenor of 
what you say, I take it that your attitude has 
changed somewhat; you would certainly be more 
comfortable with doing that nowadays? 

A Yes. Yes. 

Q And is that a function of experience, or different 

management, or both, or something else? 

A A combination of all that. 

Q Okay. 
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Yes. 
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Now, in your — you still deal with plainclothes 
investigators from time to time now, do you not? 
Quite often, yes. 

And in your experience is that a more positive 
relationship now? 

Oh, yes. 

And in your experience or view, whichever it is, 
is the level of training different, or better, or 
worse now than it was in 1990? 

It's much better. 

What about for — now that's for investigators, 
your opinion or experience is that the training is 
better, is that right? 

Yes, all around. 

What about for people in your position, for 
constables, is the training better, more 
available? 

It's improved a lot. 

Now, I noticed in one of your statements to the 
RCMP there was reference to, you were sure that 
one of the Ps had a green Monaco or something like 
that? 

Yes, he had a green car at the time. Yeah, he had 
a green car at the time. It was a — I believe it 


was a Monaco. It was one of those big North 
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1 American thing — it was a big North American car, 

2 green. 

3 Q M'hm. Now, I gathered from the comments that you 

4 made that you certainly are happy to be a member 

5 of the Saskatoon Police Service now? 

6 A Yes. 

7 Q Would it comfort you to know that the Saskatoon 

8 Police Service is happy that you are a member of 

9 its Service now? 

10 A Thank you. 

11 THE COMMISSIONER: Isn't that a relief to you, 

12 Constable? 

13 THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

14 THE COMMISSIONER: I have a question for you, if you 

15 don't mind. Given your obvious experience and 

16 thorough knowledge of the activities that were 

17 going on between the various family groups that 

18 were conflicted, who were in conflict, were there 

19 many homicides that you know of that occurred as a 

20 result of that inter-family conflict? Or were 

21 there any? 

22 THE WITNESS: Yeah, there was — there was 

23 several, sir. In fact I think in 1990 and '91, 

24 
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'92, in those years, we had the dubious 
distinction of having the highest murder rate per 
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capita in Canada. 

THE COMMISSIONER: And were these, some of these at 

least, murders or homicides that occurred because 
of conflicts between family members, or -- 

THE WITNESS: Some of them were — some of them 

were basically — you know, basic domestic 
homicide, but some of them -- 

THE COMMISSIONER: What would nowadays be called a 

gang killing, is that right? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Right. So even in 1990 this was 

not unheard of as far as you were concerned, given 
your considerable experience and knowledge? 

THE WITNESS: I want to make sure I understand 

the question there. It was not unheard of — 

THE COMMISSIONER: Yes. 

THE WITNESS: — for a gang killing to occur? 

THE COMMISSIONER: Not gang killing, but homicides 

occurring because of conflict between families in 
1990. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, it was not uncommon. 

THE COMMISSIONER: Thank you. We'll adjourn then. 

(PROCEEDINGS ADJOURNED AT 5:00 P.M.) 




